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Four Mile Liquor is conven- 
iently located between my fa- 
vourite grocer and the neigh- 
bourhood video store. It 
opened in August 2004 after 
the BC government began issu- 
ing licenses for private liquor 
vendors. 

Its hours are 9 


Troy Lanigan is theCTF’s 
National Communications Director 
tlanigan@telus.net 


The sober policy of liquor competition 


Having moved from Regina 
just two years ago I reflect in- 
credulously at the government 
monopoly model: cavernous 
buildings inconveniently locat- 
ed in the centre of parking lots 
with indifferent staff and worst 

of all ... warm beer! 
In an era of mas- 


am to 11 pm sev- @@...acashierin — sive budgetary debts, 
en days a week. It a Saskatchewan _high taxes and way- 
has an outstanding government ward priorities one 
selection of prod- liquor store can _— would think that a 


uct with beer, wine 
and coolers kept 
refrigerated. Its 
tasting bar is al- 
ways open and if 
you stroll in be- 
tween 3 and 7 on 
most afternoons 
youre invited to 
enjoy some compli- 
mentary appetizers 
served by a friend- 
ly staff. Or, take a moment to 
read an article on BC wines in 
a comfortable leather chair next 
to the fireplace. 

For those so inclined the 
store also offers a full service 
lottery and over a dozen dif- 
ferent Cuban cigars to choose 
from. On the way out the door 
youre invited to grab a compli- 
mentary bag of ice. 
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earn nearly 

$19 an hour ... 
powertul public 
sector unions 
and political 
appointees have 
a great deal to 
lose by having 
their cartels 
broken up.9@ 


Soviet-era policy of 
import, warehousing, 
distribution and sale 
of alcohol had run its 
course. Apparent- 

ly not. Incredibly, in 
2005 most Canadians 
still journey to gov- 
ernment owned and 
operated stores to 
purchase their wine 
or a six pack of beer. 

Why? 

Well, consider a cashier in a 
Saskatchewan government liq- 
uor store can earn nearly $19 
an hour. As the cover story 
starting on page 24 explains, 
powerful public sector unions 
and political appointees have 
a great deal to lose by having 
their cartels broken up. 

Meanwhile, privatization in 


Alberta is a huge success: great- 
er variety, general convenience 
and economic growth. 

In my home province con- 
sumers have a choice. And de- 
spite BC government stores of- 
ten being able to sell their prod- 
ucts cheaper, business at Four 
Mile Liquor is brisk. In fact, 
staff doubled in just its first 
year of operation. Its success 
is testimony to how the sober 
policy of competition can bene- 
fit businesses, consumers and 
taxpayers in every corner of the 
province. 


For most CTF supporters 
a representative of the 
organization calls on 

your home or place off 
business to provide 

you with updates, get 
important petitions signed 
and receive feedback. We 
would most appreciate 
your taking the time to 
spend a few minutes with 
them at their call. Your 
cooperation allows them 
to maximize their efforts 
and avoid numerous call 
backs. We thank you in 
advance for your continued 
cooperation and support. 
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Waste Watch 
Take a gander at this 
story... 


Ottawa's first time 
home buyer tax 
Mandatory mortgage 
insurance rakes in 
billions in government 
profit. 


The segregation 
continues 

Ten new reserves created 
in Manitoba. 


Kyoto madness 
Demands that Ottawa 
"inflict pain" begins with 


_| backdoor carbon tax. 


Barons of Booze 
Time to end Canada's 
government-run liquor 
cartels. 


Tax dollars on vacatin 


s MPPs back © 
200,000 toy 
“ 


BC: The new face of 
corporate welfare 
What happened to the 
policy to end subsidies? 


AB: Alberta's dirty 
four letter word: 


Debt 
"Smart" debt a dumb 
idea. 


SK: Grow the 
economy, not the 
government 

Most new jobs in public 
sector. 


MB: The Crocus 
Fund 

72 million reasons to 
hold a public inquiry. 


ON: Junket wings 
clipped 

CTF blows the whistle 
and saves Ontario 
taxpayers $100,000. 


For more information or to contact the CTF: 


Saskatchewan /Administration: #105 - 438 Victoria Avenue. East., 
Regina, SK S4N ON7_ PH: (306) 352-7199 


British Columbia: #514-1207 Douglas Street., Victoria, British 
Columbia V8W 2E7 PH: (250) 388-3660 


Alberta: #410 - 9707 - 110th Street., Edmonton, Alberta T5K 2L9 


PH: (780) 448-0159 


Centre for Aboriginal Policy Change: #1580 - 727 7th Ave SW, 
Calgary, Alberta T2P.0Z5 PH: (403) 263-1202 


Manitoba: #212 - 428 Portage Avenue, Winnipeg, Manitoba R3C 0E2 


PH: (204) 982-2150 


Ontario: Suite 400 - 1235 Bay Street, Toronto, Ontario M5R 3k4 


PH: (416) 203-0030 


Federal: #512 - 130 Albert Street, Ottawa, Ontario K1P 5G4 


PH: (613) 234-6554 
Web site: www.taxpayer.com 


E-mail: admin@taxpayer.com 
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I had the opportunity to 
listen to Gerry Barr of the 
Canadian Coalition to End 
Global Poverty. I know 
from the bottom of my 
heart that he really wants 
to help poor countries. But 
why not make those who 
get money accountable for 
it? It doesn’t make sense 
to close your eyes and just 
throw out money. 

I came to Canada from 
Nicaragua over 15 years 
ago, and believe me, giv- 
ing money away without 
demanding accountabili- 
ty causes economic and po- 
litical problems. Money 
sent from other countries to 
help the poor too often goes 
to the bank accounts of cor- 
rupt politicians. 

Isidro Romeo Zapata Zelaya 
Winnipeg, Manitoba 


Time to speak out on gas 


taxes 

While urban sprawl is 
at an all time high, nothing 
is done to improve or ex- 
pand our roadways. Sure, 
there’s always the public 
transit triathlon: drive to 
GO train, GO train to TTC, 
TTC to work. And all this 
in only two plus hours each 
way! 

We all complain about 
the oil companies and their 
gasoline pricing policies, 
yet few of us seem to no- 
tice that one-third of every 
dollar goes to our govern- 


ments, supposedly for road 
improvements. My weekly 
contribution to these “road 
improvements” is about 
$33. 

Between 1985 and 1995 
the federal portion of gaso- 
line tax increased by 550%. 
Should I not be seeing a 
550% improvement in our 
roads? In 2003-2004 our 
federal government collect- 
ed $5.3 billion in gas tax 
revenue ($3,432 of which 
was my contribution), out 
of that, 2.5% went back in 
to road improvement ($135 
million). Where’s the other 
97.5%? 

What would you say if 
you walked in to a restau- 
rant, paid for steak, but re- 
ceived hamburger? Isn't 
that exactly what's happen- 
ing to our roads? Time to 
speak out! 

Vince Spezzaferro 
Campbellville, Ontario 


Opposing views on Kyoto 

Iam completely opposed 
to the Kyoto Protocol and 
to Canadian involvement 
with it. Sending a billion 
dollars of hard earned tax 
dollars to Russia to buy 
credits is a travesty of the 
highest magnitude. Worse, 
the Protocol does not ad- 
dress genuine pollution. 
The federal Liberal govern- 
ment is using this excuse 
to tax producers and man- 
ufacturers and add the in- 
come to its profligate ways. 
I cannot express my out- 


rage strongly enough to put 
into civilized words. 
Tony Brogan 
Victoria, BC 


I was extremely disap- 
pointed to read the CTF’s 
position on the Kyoto agree- 
ment. I have supported the 
CTF over the years because 
you point to where money 
is being wasted and provide 
suggestions as to how funds 
could be better spent. 

I know the Kyoto agree- 
ment may be flawed but to 
come out against it with no 
mention of what needs to 
change puts the CTF in the 
same category as idle com- 
plainers and naysayers. It 
is obvious to all this plan- 
et will die if something isn’t 
done about greenhouse gas- 
es and I would rather have 
Kyoto than nothing. I for 
one will be cancelling my 
annual payment to the CTF 
unless you adopt a more 
responsible stance on this 
matter keeping in mind that 
there is no solution that will 
not be painful. 

Mike Bolton 
Vancouver, BC 


Letters-to-the-editor 


Letters may be edited for 
length, content and clarity. 
Send your letters to: 
The Taxpayer 
c/o #514-1207 Douglas St 
Victoria, BC 
V8W 2E7 
Fax: (250) 388-3680 
e-mail: tlanigan@telus.net 
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Reform the Senate 

Senator Herb Sparrow 
from North Battleford re- 
cently turned 75 and re- 
tired from the Senate in 
January of this year. 

Mr. Sparrow was 38 
years old and president of 
the Saskatchewan Liberal 
Party in the early 60s when 
Prime Minister Pearson ap- 
pointed him. His qualifica- 
tion was a high school di- 
ploma plus being a Liberal. 

He sat in his chair in the 
upper house for 36 years, 
10 months and 26 days col 
lecting $2,173,000 from 
taxpayers. He served un- 
der 8 prime ministers. His 
annual salary upon retiring 
was $116,000. As a retire- 
ment gift, Mr. Sparrow will 
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be receiving $80,250 per 
year from taxpayers as his 
pension. 

Why do we allow one 
man in Canada to have the 
power to appoint a comfy 
life to an individual because 
of his affiliations to a par- 
ticular party or because he 
might be a friend? 

Am I the only one who 
believes that senators 
should be elected for a 
set term by the voters of 
Canada? 

Martin Battle 
Victoria, BC 


Keep up the good work 

Thank you once again 
for being there when and 
where the average citizen 


wrttitillad tdeL dy iffy 


Wit 


artizans.com 


cannot. I wish I could do 
more. 
Your valiant efforts to 
restore honesty, integri- 
ty and accountability to 
our governing forces are 
greatly appreciated. Itsa 
Herculean task and [ma 
proud supporter. Although 
my contributions are small, 
my hopes for our beautiful 
country are huge and you 
allow me to feel that I can 
help in some small way. 
Keep up the good work. 
Susan Gunn 
Jacksons Point, Ontario 


I am OK with sending 
you contributions once in 
a while because I feel that 
you espouse a good cause: 
someone has to make the 
government know that 
Canadians are concerned 
about the disposition of 
their tax dollars. I will con- 
tinue to contribute as long 
as I feel that this mon- 
ey does not disappear in- 
to your personal pock- 
ets. The minute I feel that 
you are buying Cadillacs 
and SUVs for yourselves 
with my money I will sim- 
ply write it off to experience 
and cut my ties with you. I 
would be most disappoint- 
ed. 

So far you seem to be 
doing a good job keeping 
track of our money. Keep 
up the good work. I'll help 
when I can. 

WM Brandt 
McKeller, Ontario 
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Bordering on obscene 

Located in Regina, Saskatchewan, the 
First Nations University of Canada (FNUC) 
is the country’s only university for natives. 
With 1,200 students, it’s on the small side, 
but this has certainly not hindered the 
FNUC’s board of governors from spending 
with the big boys. 

According to information received by 
Saskatchewan News, last year the FNUC’s 
32 member board, spent $407,116 on 
expenses and this year increased their 
budget by 50% to $612,957. 

This news caught everyone’s attention 
since the expense bill for the board of 
governors for the Univerisity of Regina with 
nearly 10 times the number of students 
is only $70,000. Board expenses for the 
University of Saskatchewan located in 
Saskatoon, with 19,000 students, is a paltry 
$87,800. Translated, this means that the 
expenses for the FNUC’s board is four times 
the expense claims of these two much larger 
universities combined! 

Compare FNUC’s board expenses with 
colleges of similar student size, such as 
Campion college located on the campus 
of the University of Regina. Campion runs 
with a volunteer board of governors and its 
largest expenditure is muffins and coffee. 
Even large universities, such as McGill in 
Montreal, function with 
a volunteer board, 
allowing the money 
to be better spent on 
student education. 

In defence of the 
governing board’s massive 
expense budget, a FNUC 
spokesman said 
the board has 
costs that 


Golf course 
gets goosed... 


other universities don’t have such as the 

$10,000 set aside for a pow wow. The 

board, of course, receives a management 

fee of $125,000 plus an expense budget of 

$96,000. As for the 50% jump in expenses 

over last year, the FNUC’s spokeman 

explained the money was needed to conduct 

a forensic audit of the university’s finances. 
With files from the Regina LeaderPost 


Volpe pigs out 

Federal Immigration Minister Joe Volpe 
has come under fire for his expensive 
expense account. Between March and 
May of this year, Volpe and his staff billed 
taxpayers $10,000 for dining out 39 times. 
That averages out to $108 a day. This even 
included paying for two meals in the same 
evening. 

The following is a sampling of some of the 
expenditures: 


® A meal for ten people at Giovanni's, 
an Italian restaurant in Ottawa, cost 
taxpayers $707. That works out to over 
$70 a piece. 


@ A group of five spent $75 each (total $374) 
at SomRuedee Steakhouse in Ottawa. Ac- 
cording to SomRuedee’s menu, located on 
its website, the most expensive meal there 
is filet mignon for $33.95. 


® At Bistro 990 located in Toronto, Volpe 
took three people out for dinner and end- 
ed up with a bill of 

$317 or $79 each. 

Compare this 

to Deputy Prime 
Minister Anne 
McLellan who 
claimed less than 
== = $1,000 in expenses 
over the same 
period. 


With files from The 
Globe and Mail 
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Uh, oh 

The Export Development Corporation is a 
federal crown corporation that helps Cana- 
dian businesses selling goods international- 
ly. EDC provides financial assistance to inter- 
national governments and businesses so they 
can purchase Canadian goods. 

These financial instruments guarantee 
that the Canadian company is paid in full. 
However, should the purchasing company 
default on its repayment, EDC would be 
legally obligated to pick up the tab. 

One of the big benefactors of this service 
has been—gasp—Bombardier which is in the 
business of selling jets worldwide. 

Since 9-11, many airlines have been 
struggling financially, and the recent rise in 
gas prices have driven many to the edge. 

On September 15, 2005, Delta Air Lines 
and Northwest Airlines filed for bankruptcy 
protection. Bankruptcy protection allows 
companies to continue operation and protect 
them from creditors who are demanding 
payment for goods and services. During 
this period it is hoped the business can 
restructure its finances and continue 
operation. 

These two airlines are the third and 
fourth largest airlines in the US. Their same 
day announcements mean that four of the 
seven largest airlines in the US are now in 
bankruptcy protection. 

This is bad news for EDC because it is 
on the hook for over $3.7 billion due to 
purchases of Bombardier jets ($1.6 billion 
for Delta and $2.1 billion from Northwest). 

Of this $3.7 billion, $1.8 billion comes 
from the Canada Account which is directly 
controlled by the federal cabinet, but 
managed by EDC. The remaining $1.9 billion 
was provided directly by EDC. Though 
there is no doubt that EDC 


Two day trip to Washington DC 
cost taxpayers nearly half a 
million dollars. 


will be forced to swallow some of this debt, 
it is difficult to determine at this point how 
much it will be. 

Analysts were shocked by EDC’s exposure, 
as these two airlines have nearly 400 
Bombardier jets in their combined fleets. 

For years, critics including your CTF have 
accused EDC of being the personal banker 
for Bombardier and warned of a day of 
reckoning. Sadly for taxpayers, that day may 
have just—pardon the pun—landed. 

With files from the National Post 


Taxing taxpayers 

A report by BMO Nesbit Burns, states 
that over the past year, personal income 
tax revenues collected by provincial and 
federal governments rose 11.8%. Meanwhile, 
personal incomes only rose by 4.4%. 

This revenue increase, along with rapidly 
escalating gas tax revenues and corporate 
taxation, have contributed to booming 
government coffers in many jurisdictions. 

This is particularly the case for the federal 
government. Based on figures for the first 
quarter of the 2005-06 fiscal year (April to 
June), the feds estimated a budget surplus of 
$4.8 billion nearly $2 billion higher than last 
year. 

Many 4 
analysts are 
convinced 
that the ili 


federal 


jibe se SAM 


ee 


“NI 


Jhaste NSS 


government is not giving an accurate picture 
of its surplus which they suspect is much 
higher than reported. Some suspect it 

could be as high as $9.5 billion. The feds, 
they suggest, are doing this to avoid being 
forced into giving a tax cut since surpluses 
represent nothing more than overtaxation. 

Meanwhile, Ottawa’s personal income tax 
revenues are up 9.2% over the same quarter 
last year. 

The report attributes this rise in 
government personal income tax revenues to 
increased rates, such as the implementation 
of the new health tax in Ontario and rising 
personal incomes from other sources such 
as capital gains on houses and rising stock 
prices. 

According to a report released by Global 
Insight, if governments don’t slash personal 
income tax rates, personal income tax 
revenues will be the source of 51% of 
government revenues by 2009-10. 

With files from the National Post 


Pettigrew’s “personal security 


advisor” 

When Foreign Affairs Minister Pierre 
Pettigrew took trips to Europe and South 
America in 2001 and 2002, he decided to 
bring along his chauffeur, Bruno Labonte. 

In Ottawa, Labonte drives Pettigrew 
around town and takes him on trips 
to Montreal. 

The decision to include 
Labonte on these trips, 
which included stop- 
offs in Lima, 
Paris, Brussels 
and Madrid, 
cost taxpayers 
in excess 
of $10,000. 
Labonte’s 
expenses for 
the nine day 


Feeding frenzy at immigration 


European trip in 2001 included $5,602.38 
for his first class air fair and $2,641.98 for 
food and hotel. The South American trip 
which included a stop over in Mexico cost 
taxpayers $1,771.91 for food and hotel. No 
breakdown was provided on the airfare. 

The only good news about this sad affair 
is that Pettigrew didn’t have his limosine 
shipped to these locations so Labonte could 
drive him around. In fact, Labonte did no 
driving at all, as transportation on these 
overseas excursions is provided by either 
local officials or employees at Canadian 
embassies. 

Initially Labonte’s inclusion on the 
trips was justified by stating Labonte was 
Pettigrew’s “personal security adviser.” 
However, security services on international 
trips are provided by either the RCMP or the 
host country. 

With files from The Globe and Mail 


The goose that laid the golden 
fine 
If Environment Canada—the same guys 
that brought you Kyoto—get their way, 
Peter Francis of Leduc, Alberta 
will spend the next six months in 
jail and face a $300,000 fine for— 
brace yourself—moving geese. 
Apparently, there is some inane 
law at the environment department 
that forbids the moving of 
migratory birds without a permit. 
It must be in the same file as the 
Kyoto implementation plan. 
In fact, Francis’ crime 
was so horrendous 
that Environment 
: Canada issued 
Se a news release 


2 condemning 
ee the affair. It 
Jo stated that “the 
a best interests of 


the geese and all 
concerned citizens were 
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not taken into consideration.” of course, may help explain why things are 
So how did Francis end up in this pickle? such a mess in Ottawa. 

Well, he is the maintenance foreman at the The musical has two venues booked 

Leduc Golf and Country Club and the geese at this point, Vancouver and Toronto. It 


were doing what geese do best, getting in the opened in Vancouver with only 30 people in 
way and pooping all over the course. For the attendance. 

sake of all concerned, including the geese With files from the Edmonton Sun / Canadian 
who could potentially get hit by golf balls, Institutes of Health Research 
Francis decided to move the 40 or so 

geese to a lake south of 
town. 

Despite the 
disruption, most are 
convinced the geese 
should still be able 
to find their way to 
the southern USA and 
Northern Mexico during 
their fall migration. 


With files from the National Post / 
Environment Canada 


Flying in style 
When Prime Minister Paul 
Martin took a two day trip to 
Washington DC in April of last 
year, he managed to spend a 
whopping $417,919. So how 
does one spend this kind of 
money in a couple of days? 
Well, first you spend 
$123,543 on vehicle rentals. Even though 
the group was made up of 45 people plus 
security, its difficult to figure out how they 
could spend that much on transportation. 
Especially since the US provided some 
vehicles for transportation. Even if everyone 
had their own car at say $300 a day, the 
costs would only be $15,000 a day plus gas. 
Certainly, there were some limo charges 
in there for trips to and from the airport, 
but the amount spent on transportation is 
staggering. 
Other costs included $254,916 for hotel 
rooms and travel. Senior members of 
the group, including Paul Martin and his 
wife, some senior officials and security, 
flew to Washington on the Department 
of Defences’ Challenger Jet. The costs 
for the use of the Challenger were not 
included in the final tally of expenses. 
Other expenses included $6,150 for 
office equipment rental, $6,428 for cell 
phone calls; $2,860 for printing; $6,700 
to translate documents (from Canadian 
to American apparently). 
With files from the Metro News 


Feel better yet 

With stories of people dying on wait 
lists, the Canadian Institutes of Health 
Research (CIHR) and Health Canada 
stepped up to the plate and decided 
to make a difference. For those of you 
who have never heard of the CIHR, it’s 
a federal agency with an annual budget 
of $662 million dollars to fund health 
research. 

What did they do you ask? Together 
they chipped in $250,000 ($183,000 
from CIHR and $67,000 from Health 
Canada) so a musical entitled Orchids 
could be produced. The musical 
revolves around the controversial 
issue of woman using genetic testing to 
determine if their embyos have genetic 
mutations. 

How in the world did this ever qualify 
for a research grant? Well, at the end of 
the musical, the audience is involved in 
a discussion of the issue. Researchers 
will apparently use audience responses 
to “help shape government policy.” This, 


Justice hammers taxpayers... 
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Martin Aid Receives health 


reward 

David Herle, who serves as as a senior 
advisor to Prime Minister Paul Martin and 
co-chair of the Liberal election campaign, 
is also the head of Veraxis Research and 
Communications. 

In September of 2004, Veraxis was hired 
by Health Canada to poll Canadians on 
medicare issues in conjunction with the 
health-care summit featuring the prime 
minister and provincial premiers. 

Veraxis was paid $92,082 for the survey 
which included polling 1,027 people just 
prior to the summit and then polling an 
additional 247 people each night during the 
six-day summit. 

After the summit was over, Health Canada 
paid Strategic Council $162,142 to poll 
people to find out what Canadians thought of 
the summit. 


With files from The Globe and Mail / 
www.politicswatch.com 


When it’s not your money 

When Robert Edmonds validated two 
lottery tickets at an Ontario convenience 
store in July 2001, he heard two chimes 
indicating both tickets had won. However, 
the owner of the store insisted that there 


had only been one chime. A short time 
later, the owners of the convenience store 


claimed the prize. 

Convinced he had just been swindled 
out of $250,000, Edmonds immediately 
contacted the Ontario Lottery and Gambling 
Corporation (OLGC). Despite the fact the 
convenience store owners could not tell 
OLGC where the tickets had been purchased 
or the sequence of numbers that had been 
played, the corporation awarded the store 
owners the winnings. 

In 2002, Edmond decided to sue the 
OLGC and the convenience store owners for 
alleged fraud. The store owners, claiming no 
fault, eventually settled with Edmond giving 
him $150,000. Meanwhile, OLGC hired 
a Bay street lawyer and fought Edmond’s 
claim for the remaining $100,000. Over the 
next three-and-a-half years, OLGC spent 
$426,900 on legal costs defending itself 
against Edmond’s claim. 

This past summer, in a last minute deal, 
the lottery corporation decided to settle with 
Edmond. The $426,900 legal costs did not 
include the actual settlement the corporation 
made with Edmond. 

In a Toronto Star article, responding to 
this waste of taxpayers’ money, CTF Ontario 
director Tasha Kheiriddin stated that it was 
clear that the Edmond’s case was strong and 
that “Someone [at OLGC] should’ve made a 
judgment call at some point and said, ‘Let’s 
put a stop to this and settle.” 

With files from the Toronto Star 


EDC on the hook for 
Bombardier purchases 
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Join the in crowd 


If you are a supporter of the CTF, you can get in on low, long 
distance rates of 5.5 cents a minute anywhere, anytime in Canada 
or the U.S. The CTF has negotiated special long distance, toll free 
and calling card service rates with West Can Telecommunications 

Inc. Call 1-877-518-4283 to take advantage of this great offer. 


Long distance telephone rates: 


D.o¢ 


A minute anytime, anywhere 
in Canada or the US 


A Partnership that works: 


= Low, 30 second call minimum 
= Billing in 6 second increments 
= Low rates on toll-free services 

= Low international rates. 


Call today to get in on this great deal: 


P 
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By Peter Shawn Taylor 


uying a first house can be one of the 
B= exciting events in a young fami- 

ly’s life. But getting those keys can also 
become a seemingly endless string of has- 
sles. Besides the searching and negotiating for 
a house, there are meetings with the bank to 
haggle over rates, meetings with the home in- 
spector, meetings with the movers and real- 
tors; not to mention lawyer’s fees, insurance 
fees and all the other closing costs. You can get 
a headache just listing it all. 

But here’s a new headache to add to the list. 

Your federal government has effectively turned 
first-time home buyers into a brand new 


source of taxes. Ottawa is cur- 
rently siphoning a billion dol- 
»% ayear out of the pockets of young fam- 
\ ilies -- and anyone else who doesn’t 
\ have the cash to put a 25% down 
payment on their new house. 
In a few years the government 
will be sitting on a $4.5 bil- 
lion nest-egg thanks to this 
new form of government impost. 
And it’s all courtesy of the feder- 
ally-regulated and federally-con- 
trolled mortgage insurance busi- 
ness at Canada Mortgage and 
Housing Corporation (CMHC). 
While its profile may be 
small, the federal crown cor- 
poration CMHC has a sur- 
prisingly broad 
mandate. It 
has func- 
tion- 


ally replaced the Department of Housing as 
the federal government's housing policy tool 
and looks after social housing issues such as 
native housing and energy efficiency in new 
homes. But it operates in the private sector as 
well. And it’s most profitable line of business 
is selling mandatory mortgage insurance to 
Canadian home-buyers. 

If you have less than 25% to put as a down 
payment on the cost of your new house, the 
federal Bank Act requires that you buy mort- 
gage insurance. Last year approximately 45% 
of all home buyers, or about 500,000 Canadi- 
an families, were required to buy mortgage in- 
surance. The majority of these people were un- 


A-0rs 


ome buyer tax 


der the age of 35 and most of those were buy- 
ing their first home. Thus mortgage insurance 
is an issue that primarily affects young fami- 
lies and first-time home buyers. 

Mortgage insurance protects lenders, such 
as banks and mortgage companies, against 
default by borrowers. If you failed to make 
your mortgage payments and the bank seized 
your home, mortgage insurance would cov- 
er any losses the bank incurred when it sold 
the house. It’s not hard to see why banks love 
the concept of mandatory mortgage insurance. 
But Ottawa loves mortgage in- 
surance as well. 


ey into the giant drain that is the General 
Revenue Fund. Federal opposition parties 
are also licking their lips at the thought of 
spending $4.5 billion in mad money. The 
Bloc Quebecois has presented a bill that 
would distribute the cash to the provinc- 
es based on population. The NDP wants it 
dedicated to homelessness. 

But all the clamour over CMHC’s sur- 
plus ignores the most basic question of 
this whole affair. What about the home buy- 
ers? If mortgage insurance is so lucrative, 
doesn’t that mean they are 
paying too much? And if 


Thanks to its dominant po- 
sition as an arm of the feder- 
al government, CMHC controls 
two-thirds of the $1.6 billion- 
a-year Canadian mortgage in- 


@@In a few years the gov- 
ernment will be sitting on 
a $4.5 billion nest-egg 
thanks to this new form of 
government impost.99 


so, has mortgage insur- 
ance turned into a new 
form of taxation on young 
home owners? 

Despite the presence of 


surance market. A lone private 
sector competitor, Genworth 
Financial Canada, accounts for 
the remainder. Business for 
this cozy duopoly is very, very 
good. Out of the $1.1 billion 

in premiums CMHC collected 
last year, it paid out just $51 
million in claims. Genworth 
had a similar payout ratio. 
Over the next four years CMHC 
projects it will earn about $1 
billion annually in profits. Suf- 
fice to say, there is probably no 
more lucrative form of insurance in the coun- 
try right now than mortgage insurance. 

By 2009 CMHC expects to have $8.3 billion 
in cumulative retained earnings sitting on its 
books — almost all of this money the fruit of 
its wildly successful mortgage insurance busi- 
ness. Setting aside $3.8 billion as capital re- 
serves, CMHC will soon be sitting on $4.5 bil- 
lion in clear profits. So what will happen to all 
that money? 

AS a crown corporation, any surplus earned 
by CMHC technically belongs to Ottawa. The 
government could demand a dividend just as 
it does from Canada Post, and pour that mon- 
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Genworth, there is nothing 
approaching real competi- 
tion in the Canadian mort- 
gage insurance market. 
Home buyers have no abil- 
ity to shop around because 
CMHC and Genworth 
charge identical rates. 
CMHC sets the price and 
Genworth adjusts its pric- 
es to match. While both 
have lowered their rates 
slightly over the past two years, 
the flood of profits is evidence 
that it hasn’t been sufficient. 

The experience of American home buy- 
ers also suggests CMHC and Genworth are 
using the federal requirements for mort- 
gage insurance to charge excessive rates to 
their captive market. While mortgage insur- 
ance is also mandated in the U.S., it kicks 
in at a lower rate (20% down payment vs. 
25% down payment here). Americans also 
have the option of paying monthly, which 
eliminates the interest most Canadians end 
up paying on their mortgage insurance pre- 
miums when they roll it into the principal 
of their mortgage. In calculations by Ca- 
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nadian Business magazine, at cur- 
rent posted rates in the U.S. and 
Canada, the purchaser of an aver- 
age priced home in Canada faces a 
cross-border difference of $3,400 
on mortgage insurance over the life 
of their mortgage, as compared to 
an American home buyer. 

To recap, Ottawa is making bil- 
lion-dollar-a-year profits selling an 
over-priced product that federal law requires 
many Canadians to buy. And if the definition 
of a tax is a compulsory government-imposed 
levy, then mortgage insurance clearly fits the 
bill as a tax on first-time home-buyers. The 
Canadian first-time home buyer tax is a very 
specific, and grossly unfair, tax as well. Keep 
in mind that renters and older home-buy- 


@6 Out of the 
$1.1 billion in 
premiums CMHC 
collected last 
year, it paid out 
just $51 million 
in claims.9® 


ciency? 


ers who typically have the financial 
wherewithal to afford a larger down 
payment (only 11% of home buyers 
over the age of 50 have mortgage 
insurance) are exempt. But surely 
young families have enough finan- 
cial struggles already without be- 
ing targeted for new taxation by Ot- 
tawa. And why should they alone be 
expected to cover the costs of com- 


bating homelessness or promoting energy effi- 


Canadians need to demand significant 
changes to our federally-mandated, federal- 
ly-beneficial mortgage insurance system. While 
cutting current rates is fine, CMHC should 
also be rebating back to existing homeown- 
ers some of their past overpayments out of 


its massive profits. Families that 


CTF launches “Fighting for Taxpayers” blog 


Blog: n. a personal web site that provides updated headlines 
and news articles of other sites that are of interest to the user, 
also may include journal entries, commentaries and 
recommendations compiled by the user; also written web log, 
Weblog; also called blog. 

Webster's New Millennium™ Dictionary of English 


Back in May, your CTF 


launched the latest weapon 
in its arsenal- a blog we call 
Fighting for Taxpayers. This 
new service posts analysis of 
breaking news and provides 
updates on what's happening 
with the CTF 


Most important, it allows you 

to speak out. Feel free to post 

your comments, tips and suggestions on the blog — it’s your 
comments that will ultimately draw people back to visit the 
site and participate in the CTF’s mission. 


A recent national survey conducted by Ipsos Reid says 41% of 
online Canadians believe blogs influence public opinion. Help 
make Fighting for Taxpayers the most influential blog in Canada 
by visiting the site and posting your thoughts today. 

Visit the site at: 


www.taxpayersfederation.blogspot.com. 


have already paid too much for 
their mortgage insurance as a re- 
sult of government policy deserve 
some recognition and compensa- 
tion. As well, the rules regarding 
mortgage insurance should be re- 
formed — the current down pay- 
ment requirement could be re- 
duced to 20% as is the case in 
the U.S., home buyers could be 
given a monthly payment options 
and real private sector competi- 
tion should be encouraged. 
Ottawa frequently claims it 
wants to help young families with 
unnecessary and misguided pol- 
icies such as a national day- 
care program. If the federal gov- 
ernment really wants to help, it 
should put an end to its outra- 
geous billion-dollar-year first- 
time home buyer tax and make 
houses more affordable for young 
Canadian families._ 


Peter Shawn Taylor is a contributing 
editor at Canadian Business magazine. 
A lengthier examination of CMHC’s 
mortgage insurance business 
appeared in the July 18-August 14, 
2005 issue of Canadian Business. 
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@@The 10 newly 
created reserves is a 
partial fulfillment of 
the Manitoba Treaty 
Land Entitlements. It 

is a ‘partial fulfillment’ 
because most packages 
consist of land and 
money; the August 5th 
announcement only 


included land. 9® 


Me CENTRE FOR ABORIGINAL POLICY CHANGE [aaa 


ation continues 


For more than 100 years the Indian Act 
and Indian reserves have segregat- 


ter study illustrates the failure of the 
system; yet, the federal government 
has decided to expand 
the segregation. 

On August 5, 
2005 the federal gov- 
ernment announced the creation of 10 
new reserves in Manitoba. The new reserve 
lands were set apart under the Manitoba 
Treaty Land Entitlement Framework Agreement 
and affected 4 native bands—Buffalo Point, God’s 
Lake, Rolling River and Wuskwi Sipihk. 

Why new reserves in 2005? 

Between 1871 and 1923, Canada concluded 11 Victori- 
an Treaties, more commonly referred to as the “numbered” 
treaties, which cover the prairie provinces, most of Ontario, 
Northwest Territories and northeastern British Columbia. The 
purpose of these treaties was to open up the land for settlement, 
trade and agriculture. In addition, they sought to ensure peace 
and goodwill between native Canadians, settlers and the Crown. 

As these treaties were signed, the government began to estab- 
lish reserves. The sizes of the reserves were based on popula- 
tion figures. Unfortunately, some individuals were missed. Trea- 
ty Land Entitlements (TLE) were created to negotiate shortfalls 
with native Canadians. 

The 10 newly created reserves is a partial fulfilment of the 
Manitoba Treaty Land Entitlements. It is a “partial fulfilment” 
because most packages consist of land and money; the August 
5th announcement only included land. 

Indian Affairs Minister Andy Scott stated, “The newly estab- 
lished reserve lands provide the First Nations with addition- 
al economic resources on which to explore community develop- 
ment opportunities and to improve the quality of life for First Na- 
tions members.” 

Laudable goals but will the new reserves really provide these 
opportunities? 

The populations of Indian reserves are small. Of 629 Indian 
bands, 75 per cent consist of less than 1,000 registered Indians 
and the average band population on-reserve is less than 650. 

Moreover, as a result of the federal government's decision to 
restrict most of Indian Affairs’ programs to on-reserve natives, 
many natives live in virtual isolation in reserve communities 
which have no real economic base and, in a number of instanc- 


by Tanis 
Fiss 
Director of Policy Reform 
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es, a disintegrating social 
fabric. No matter how un- 
economic the community, 
the federal government has 
seen it as a duty to sustain 
them. 

Furthermore, Indian re- 
serve land is treated dif- 
ferently than other private 
property. This treatment of 
native Canadians under the 
Indian Act is unfair and is 
the reason why many peo- 
ple in native communities 
live in poverty. 

The land which compris- 
es an Indian reserve — and 
the same holds true for the 
new reserves — is held in 
trust by the Crown and is 
controlled collectively by the 
native band council. 

It is both patronizing and 
demeaning to native Cana- 
dians for the federal govern- 
ment to continue to hold ti- 
tle in its name to the Indi- 
an reserves in Canada. It 
is the community members 
that should have ownership 
and control of the reserve 
lands thus allowing the in- 
dividual community mem- 
bers to ultimately decide 
whether their long-term in- 
terests are to be achieved 
through the collectivist own- 
ership of land, or private 
ownership of land, or by the 
sale of reserve lands. 

It is very important native 
Canadians enter the main- 
stream of Canada’s econo- 
my. Expanding existing re- 
serves and creating new re- 
serves will only hinder the 
ability of native communi- 
ties to truly integrate with 
the larger economy. 
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Battle Over Native 


Logging Rights Continues 


6) n July 20, 2005, the Supreme Court of Canada (SCC) ruled 


unanimously in two controversial native logging disputes 

originating in New Brunswick and Nova Scotia. The 
two cases involved Mi’kmaq natives charged with illegally 
taking and selling timber logged from Crown land. The 
two men argued the taking and selling of the Crown 
timber was a treaty right and an aboriginal right. 

The SCC disagreed. In fact, in the two 7-0 de- 
cisions, the court found the pre-confederation 
treaties only granted the Mi’kmagq the right to 
continue to trade in items traditionally traded at 
the time the treaties were signed. Furthermore, 
the court ruled there was no evidence to suggest 
the Mi’kmaq were logging 250 years ago when 
they signed the pre-confederation treaties in 
1760 and 1761. 

The ruling was a good day for the forest in- 
dustry in the Maritimes. Had the court ruled 
in favour of the native loggers, the deci- 
sion would have had a negative impact on 
the multi-billion dollar industry. This is be- 
cause many of the forest companies which 
lease Crown lands may have had their leases 
revoked. 

Nonetheless, any celebration that may have 
occurred in the forest sector as a result of 
the ruling was short-lived. 

One day after the Supreme Court of Canada 
ruled that Mi’kmaq natives in Nova Scotia and 
New Brunswick did not have a treaty right 
or an aboriginal right to harvest Crown tim- 
ber for commercial use, the SCC announced 

they will hear two New Brunswick appeals 
involving Mikmagq natives who harvested 
*£ | Crown timber for personal use. 
a. The first case in 1999, involved 
(Sm. Mi’kmaq Darrell Gray who was 
® _ charged for illegally harvesting 
“ maple trees } 


* on Crown 


nats). & 


The second case, involved Dale @6Crown land — confederation treaties; it is likely the 
Sappier who was also charged for is owned by all — SCC will rule harvesting timber for 


harvesting Crown timber for per- 
sonal use in 2001. 
The New Brunswick Court of 


not just one group 
of Canadians. 


personal use is similar in nature to 
aboriginal fishing for personal use. 
This may seem harmless at first 


Appeal upheld both lower court Should that mean — pjush, but when one considers the 
rulings acquitting the men ac- because we all tensions on both coasts regarding 
cused. What makes these two cas- own a slice of separate native and non-native fish- 
es unique is for the first time an Crown land we eries—Burnt Church and the Fraser 


appellant court ruled in favour of 
aboriginal rights to harvest Crown 
timber for personal use. 


should all have 
the right to harvest 


River—one has to wonder if similar 
tensions will be extended to the log- 


ging industry. 


Unlike the recent SCC decision _ timber for personal Furthermore, Crown land is owned 


to rule against native commercial use? 99 


logging on Crown land without a 

proper licence, the two cases in- 

volving harvesting Crown timber for personal 
use may very well stand. 

The top court has already ruled that natives 
have an aboriginal right—protected by the Con- 
stitution—to fish for food, social and ceremoni- 
al purposes. Given the Mi’kmaq can prove they 
used wood products to make bows, baskets, ca- 
noes, and other tools when they signed the pre- 
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by all—not just one group of Canadi- 
ans. Should that mean because we 
all own a slice of Crown land we should all have 
the right to harvest timber for personal use? 

Treating citizens differently based on ethnic 
lines has only brought tension to Canada’s fish- 
ing industry; expansion of this two-tiered treat- 
ment will only bring tension to other industries. 
The CTF believes all Canadians should be equal 
before and under the law. Let’s hope the Su- 
preme Court of Canada will agree.m 
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By Mark Milke 


rime Minister 
Paul Martin’s 
promise to re- 


fund tainted sponsor- 
ship money given to the 
Liberal party is a pleas- 
ant gesture but mean- 
ingless. Government-de- 
creed financing of political 
parties is now so generous 
that any money given back 

to the public treasury will 
quickly return to Liberal cof- 
fers courtesy of an election 
law the Liberal Party itself 
designed. It’s the equivalent 
of your left palm giving mon- 
ey to your right hand. 

To understand why, re- 
call that political parties 
now receive the bulk of their 
cash not from freewill do- 
nations but from forced tax- 
payer-funded reimburse- 
ments and allowances. Both 
are better described as sub- 
sidies, ones recently made 
very generous. In the last 
17 years, political parties 
took in $163-million from 
the public treasury. But be- 
tween now and 2009, par- 
ties will harvest at least an- 
other $220-million. That’s 
$383-million since 1988, an 
amount that doesn’t apply in- 
flation estimates to future 
subsidies. With inflation es- 
timates, by 2009 the amount 
since 1988 will likely have 
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In the last 
17 years, political 
parties took in $163-mil- 


lion from the public treasury. But be- 
tween now and 2009, parties will harvest at 
least another $220-million. That’s $383-mil- 


lion since 1988 ... 98 


surpassed $400-million. 
Broken down, the first 
source of funding comes 
from political party reim- 
bursements for election- 
year expenses. Elections 
Act amendments effective in 
2004 made this flow even 
more generous. Now, Liber- 
als, Conservatives, New Dem- 
ocrats, et al are reimbursed 
for 60% of their election 
spending, up from 22.5% 
previously. In 2004, that col- 
lective cash call on taxpayers 
was worth almost $30.6-mil- 
lion. It’s up significantly from 
the $7.7-million doled out to 
parties for reimbursements 
for their 2000 campaigns. 
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That’s only 
part of it. Many candi- 
dates who run for Parliament 
also receive 60% of their elec- 
tion-time expenses (if they re- 
ceive more than 10% of the 
vote). That amounted to al- 
most $16.3-million in 2000 
for 685 candidates. Elec- 
tions Canada hasn't yet re- 
leased totals for last year’s 
election. However, based on 
what candidates spent in 
2004 and the new, fatter re- 
imbursement provisions, a 
fair estimate of individual re- 
imbursements in 2004 is at 
least $19.5-million. 

If that money wasn’t al- 
ready enough, the Elec- 


tions Act amendments 

- which only Stephen 
Harper and the Alliance 
party opposed in 2003 
deliberations -- also in- 
troduced a third stream of 
taxpayer cash for political 
parties. Unlike the other sub- 
sidies which at least forced 
parties to fundraise between 
elections, there’s now no fi- 
nancial need to engage the 
public, write up platforms 
that might appeal to specif- 

ic voter concerns, and hawk 
the same to potential do- 
nors every year. Instead, po- 
litical parties can cash gov- 
ernment cheques every three 
months, all based on the 
number of votes received in 
the last election. In 2004, the 
parties collectively took in 
over $22.9-million; 
in 2005, they'll re- 
ceive an estimated 
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@@..the prime minister’s pledge to re- 
turn dirty sponsorship money is symboli- 
cally nice and practically irrelevant.@® 


post-election, another large 
cheque for reimbursed ex- 
penses will be cut if the writ 
is dropped this year. 
Because of the three gov- 
ernment-mandated sources 
of taxpayer cash, the prime 
minister’s pledge to return 
dirty sponsorship money is 
symbolically nice and practi- 
cally irrelevant. Much of the 
money in the Liberal Party’s 
accounts—as with all par- 
ties—already flowed in cour- 
tesy of taxpayers, though in- 
voluntarily. And any refund 
of a million or two dollars 


$24.1-million. 

So what have 
the “we’ll-refund-il- 
licit-sponsor- 
ship-money” Liber- 


Tax Me 


will swiftly be returned 
because of govern- 
ment-mandated sub- 
sidies from the public 
treasury. 
Prime Minister Martin, 
or his replacement, should 
scrap forced taxpayer fi- 
nancing and require polit- 
ical parties to raise mon- 
ey only through direct pub- 
lic appeals. That’s desira- 
ble all on its own since tax- 
payers shouldn't be forced to 
fund political advocacy, but 
the side effect is that a refund 
of tainted money would actu- 
ally pinch the party forced to 
write the cheque.m 
Former CTF director Mark Milke 
is a columnist and author. This 


article first appeared in the 
Financial Post, April 28, 2005 


“Tax Me, I’m Canadian 


Written by former CTF director Mark Milke, 
Tax Me I’m Canadian exposes outrageous 
examples of government waste. All 


lw Cafladian Canadians deserve to have the inside scoop 


on how our political class taxes your money 


als received from You 
all of this? Liber- 7 
al Party headquar- 
ters alone took in 
$19.1-million in 
party reimburse- 
ments and allow- 
ances in 2004, to 
say nothing of re- 
imbursement 
cheques cut to indi- 
vidual candidates. 
The party will rake 
in millions more 
this year because of 
its annual taxpay- 
er allowance. Also, 


money and how polfiians 


chs 


ffcans spent | 


S—10 copies...2=. 


way and then spends it. 
Did you know that Canadian politicians 
used to brag that our taxes were lower than 
the Americans? It’s been a long time since 
we could make that boast. Find out why. 
Find out what some of the country’s top 
corporations receive in subsidies. Find out 
about the billions of dollars handed out to 
special interest groups. Find out why your 
taxes are so high! 


$20.00 ea 
$18.00 ea 


I 1 + copies....616.00 ea 


Shipping & handling extra 
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* Plus an additional 20% discount for CTF supporters 


Please use the order form located on the back cover of The Taxpayer 


Kyot 


The federal government 
pressed ahead with its hap- 
hazard Kyoto implementa- 
tion Strategy this summer by 
unveiling a new tax on car- 
bon emissions. This policy 
change signalled Ottawa’s in- 
tention to penalize compa- 
nies that engage in routine 
economic activities. Fines on 


excess greenhouse gases start 
at $200 per excess tonne. 
This tax will negatively affect 
all Canadians. 

Most Canadians did not 
see or read about the politi- 
cal debates that saw this reg- 
ulation become law of the 
land. This is because there 
were no parliamentary delib- 
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erations, and no vote. 
The Liberals never pub- 
licly explained how the 
tax would impact indus- 
tries that failed to meet 
reduction quotas. In- 
stead, the government 
deviously slipped the 
carbon tax plan into reg- 
ulation. A notice ap- 
peared in the Cana- 

da Gazette in mid-July 
stating the tax was in 
force as a new environ- 


@@ Instead, the govern- 
ment deviously slipped 
the carbon tax plan into 
regulation. A notice 
appeared in the Can- 
ada Gazette in mid- 
July stating the tax was 
in force as a new en- 
vironmental directive. 
No debate, no discus- 
sion, just the impo- 
sition of another tax, 
written behind closed 
doors and established 
by stealth. @® 


mental directive. No de- 
bate, no discussion, just 
the imposition of anoth- 
er tax, written behind 
closed doors and estab- 
lished by stealth. 

The Kyoto Protocol is 
quickly becoming a po- 
litical headache for the 
Liberal government. The in- 
ternational agreement com- 
mits Canada to reduce aver- 
age carbon dioxide emissions 
to 6% below 1990 levels by 
2010. This might not sound 
like much. But because the 
country’s output of green- 
house gases has increased 


by 30% since 1990, crippling 
cuts in energy output are nec- 
essary to comply with the in- 
ternational agreement. The 
retail price of gasoline, for ex- 
ample, will need to rise dra- 
matically to curb consump- 
tion. And a carbon tax on 
businesses mean lower wag- 
es, Squeezed dividends and 
higher prices. Moreover, the 
implementation of this tax 
opens the door for more di- 
rect forms of taxation on indi- 
vidual Canadians. 

The veneer of fis- 
cal responsibili- 
ty surrounding the } 
project is in tat- , 
ters. In April the 
cost was pegged at 
$10-billion, up an 
astounding 100% 
from the $5-bil- 
lion price tag set 
in the budget only 
two months earlier. 
Kyoto is beginning 
to look like another 
expensive firearms 
registry boondoggle. 
And by circumvent- 
ing the House of 
Commons—and our 
elected MPs—demo- 
cratic accountabili- 
ty has been snuffed 
out as well. 

Your CTF is de- 
manding federal 
Environment Min- 
ister Stephane Dion 
bring his carbon tax toa 
democratic vote in the Com- 
mons. We are calling for the 
government to come clean on 
the cost of Kyoto implementa- 
tion. But it is a public debate 
the governing Liberals want 
to avoid because the more 
Canadians learn about Kyo- 


to—its foolish as- 
sumptions and sky- 
rocketing costs — 
the less they like it. 
What exactly ; 
does Ottawa have to v 
show for all its Kyo- 
to efforts? A cost- 
ly implementation 
plan that even envi- 
ronmental groups 
say is unworkable. 
In April, Indus- 
try Minister David 
Emerson was forced to admit 


by John 
Williamson 


ada will continue to 
pump out emissions 
and claim victory 
while it pays foreign 
governments for 
credits. This is ab- 
surd public policy. 

Hot air purchas- 
es, more taxes and 
ineffectual spend- 
ing—it is no won- 
der the United 
States and Austral- 
ia refused to rati- 


fy the treaty, and others, like 


dé. 
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6611 April, Industry Minister David Emerson was forced to admit that 
Canada will need to buy emission credits from developing countries. 
Many economists and environmentalists regard this as purchasing ‘hot 
air’ since nations that sell surplus gases need not reduce their cur- 
rent CO2 output levels. The result is Canada will continue to pump 
out emissions and claim victory while it pays foreign governments for 


credits. This is absurd public policy.99 


that Canada will need to buy 
emission credits from devel- 
oping countries. Many econ- 
omists and environmental- 
ists regard this as purchasing 
“hot air” since nations that 
sell surplus gases need not 
reduce their current CO2 out- 
put levels. The result is Can- 
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Japan, say their targets will 
not be met. The dissent is 
spreading to Europe. In July, 
the British House of Lords— 
England’s Upper House—is- 
sued a scathing report on 
Kyoto. Members of the eco- 
nomic affairs committee con- 
cluded, “The Kyoto Protocol 


makes little difference 

to rates of warming, and 

has a naive compliance 

mechanism which can 

only deter other coun- 

tries from signing up to 

subsequent tighter emis- 

sions targets. We urge 

the government to take 

a lead in exploring alterna- 

tive ‘architectures’ for future 

protocols, based perhaps 

on agreements on technolo- 

gy and its diffusion.” The re- 
port was not writ- 

ten bya 


E-mail your mp dem 
ich On the 


on the nam, 


@@ Earlier this year your CTF updated its 
projections of the cost to Canadian families 
to implement the Kyoto Protocol at $3,000 

per household, per year, by 2010. This 
amount represents the price increases and 

wage reductions needed to bring energy 
consumption down to Kyoto levels. O@ 


bunch of anti-environmental- 
ists. The 13 committee mem- 
bers include two former fi- 
nance ministers, a former 
governor of the Bank of Eng- 
land and three notable econ- 
omists. 

There is less Kyoto can- 


' dor on continental Europe 


where 12 of the 15 Europe- 
an Union nations have no 
realistic chance of attain- 

ing greenhouse gas reduc- 
tion targets without seri- 
ously damaging their econo- 
mies. This is because these 
nations, like Canada, will not 
come close to hitting reduc- 
tion targets unless govern- 
ments are willing to trigger a 
made-at-home recession. If 
this sounds alarmist remem- 


campaigns. 


ber that emissions 
increase with eco- 
nomic growth. To 
roll them back in 5 
short years means 
shrinking the econ- 
omy or achieving 
negative growth. 
The economic 
term for 2 quarters of neg- 
ative growth is a recession. 
Yet this is the medicine some 
Kyoto fundamentalists are 
calling for. 

Two Ontario university ac- 
ademics recently offered their 
prescription on how to en- 
sure Canada meet its Kyo- 
to obligations. It is, they say, 
to “inflict pain” on business- 
es and individual Canadians. 
In the summer edition of Pol- 
icy Options, a magazine ded- 
icated to examining policy is- 
sues, the University of Toron- 
to’s Douglas Macdonald and 
Debora VanNijnatten from 
Wilfrid Laurier University call 
on Ottawa to get radical. 

“What kind of pain is 
called for?” they ask. For 


Do you receive TaxAction? 


Each month, your CTF sends out (via fax or e-mail) an issues action 
update. TaxAction provides you, our supporters, updates on 
timely policy developments and information on ongoing CTF 


A TaxAction prior to this year’s federal budget rallied 
supporters to make sure the new Conservative government got 
the message: no increases in income taxes to offset a GST cut! 
If you are a current supporter, you are entitled to 
receive TaxAction either by e-mail or fax. 


To receive TaxAction 


Please call our administration offices using our 
toll-free number 1-800-667-7933 
or e-mail us at admin@taxpayer.com. 
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starters, the 
pummelling of 
Alberta’s oil in- 
dustry, binding 
emissions-re- 
duction quo- 
tas, and a job-killing 150% 
increase in the amount of 
emissions businesses are re- 
quired to cut. Next the aca- 
demics want higher gas pric- 
es and costlier home energy 
bills to reduce business and 
individual oil consumption. 
They conclude that “infliction 
of such pain is politically vi- 
able.” 

How easy it must be to call 
for inflicting economic pain 
on businesses and taxpay- 
ers—all from the cozy, ten- 
ured confines of the ivory 
tower. Tenure exists to en- 
sure academic freedom. But 
the disregard for the wellbe- 
ing of ordinary Canadians 
by these academics is as- 
tounding. Callously im- 
posing hardship on a peo- 
ple is normally the domain 
of repressive dictators. 

But in Canada it is aca- 
demics who embrace in- 
ane ideology at odds with 
the values—and wellbe- 
ing—of average taxpayers. 

Earlier this year your 
CTF updated its projec- 
tions of the cost to Ca- 
nadian families to im- 
plement the Kyoto Proto- 
col at $3,000 per house- 
hold, per year, by 2010. 
This amount represents 
the price increases and 
wage reductions needed 
to bring energy consump- 
tion down to Kyoto levels. 
To date no environmental 
group pressing Ottawa to 
enact Kyoto has criticized 


@@ the US. is reducing its growth level of emis- 

sions at a faster pace than Canada. This has been 

accomplished through new technologies, not by im- 
posing a carbon tax on businesses. 


the CTF figure as being ex- 
cessive. This is because they 
understand implementing 
Kyoto will require a large eco- 
nomic sacrifice. 

The United States reject- 
ed Kyoto on the grounds it is 
too costly. Lawmakers have 
stated—correctly—the en- 
tire exercise is pointless if 
developing nations, like Chi- 
na, Indonesia, Brazil and In- 
dia are exempt. The Amer- 
ican’s solution to reducing 
CO2 levels is with technolog- 
ical advancements, not by 
engineering recessions. In 
fact, the U.S. is reducing its 


growth level of 
emissions ata 
faster pace than 
Canada. This 
has been accom- 
plished through 
new technologies, not by im- 
posing a carbon tax on busi- 
nesses. 

Under the newly formed 
Asia-Pacific Partnership on 
Clean Development and Cli- 
mate Washington will part- 
ner with developed countries 
Australia, South Korea and 
Japan and developing na- 
tions China and India to re- 
duce greenhouse gas emis- 
sion and improve the envi- 
ronment. The plan is to dis- 
cover sensible solutions rath- 
er than “inflict pain” on busi- 
nesses and individuals. It 
is a path Canada should fol- 
low.= 


Have you visited 
our revised 
“website 
2 lately? 


www.taxpa 
=< ; 
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Time to end Canada’s government-run liquor cartels 


By Adam Taylor 


uring prohibition, 
Moose Jaw, Sas- 
katchewan 


served as a hub of 
Al Capone’s boot- 
legging operations. 
Visitors to this day 
can take tours of 
the tunnels that 
in the 1920s con- 
nected Moose Jaw 
to Capone’s home 
turf of Chicago. 
Ninety years later, 
little has changed. 
Oh sure, liquor 
isn’t transported un- 
derground, and the 
days of Eliot Ness, Jay 
Gatsby, and flapper girls 
are long past. But liquor 
cartels remain. Only now, 
they are in the hands of nine 
Canadian premiers. 
Consider this: according to Sta- 
tistics Canada, provincial govern- 
ment liquor authorities raked in a cool 
$8.5-billion (excluding Alberta) in fiscal 
2002-03. After accounting for the cost 
of goods sold, the net “profit” is $4-bil- 
lion—and this doesn’t include any 
applicable provincial sales tax- 
es, or what the feds get their 
paws on. Capone would 
have blushed! 
Virtually every Cana- 
dian province is in the 
booze business, with 
Ontario enjoying the 
bragging rights of being 


the world’s single largest buyer 
of alcohol. 
But do they need to be? 
In an era of mass 
budgetary debts, high 
taxation and way- 
ward priorities is it 
really necessary that 
governments im- 
port, warehouse, 
distribute and sell 
alcohol? Or are 
people capable of 
providing for them- 
selves? 
Your CTF has long 
called for an end to 
the governments’ liq- 
uor cartels. Doing so 
would bring focus back 
to government and allow 
the private sector to do 


@6 Virtually every 
Canadian province is in the 
booze business, with Ontario 
enjoying the bragging rights 
of being the world’s single 
largest buyer of alcohol.9®@ 


what it is best at: drive 
economic develop- 
ment. Moreover, con- 
sumers would enjoy all 
the benefits that come 
with competition: low- 
er prices, greater varie- 
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ty and general conven- ; : 
ience. Governments @@ Thousands of businesses — convenience stores, 


would still collect al- grocery stores, etc. would benefit from 


cohol tax revenues in introducing competition in the retail 
a competitive system, : 
. alcohol business. Expanded 
with the potential for _. 
even greater revenues opportunities for thousands of 
than under the current businesses will in turn create 
monopolies. jobs, wealth...9@ 
So why do they do 
it? Well, as is often the 
case, a handful of pow- 
erful interests —name- an province maintains an al- _ cartels. It’s a policy that in- 


ly political appointees and 
public sector unions —stand 
to lose a great deal. That’s 
why they went to the trouble 
of building those tunnels 90 
years ago: it was worth it! 
By 1927, prohibition was 


cohol policy inherited froma hibits economic growth and 
time when swing was the next serves neither taxpayers nor 
big thing. consumers. 

It is time to put common 
interest ahead of special in- A competitive market 
terest, facts before fiction, Provincial governments 


officially re- and reform Canada’s liquor should withdraw from the 
scinded (with 
the exception Provincial government revenues from 
alcohol sales* 


of PEI where 
prohibition re- 
mained un- 

til 1948), and 
each province 


Province Gross Sales Provincial government 
2002-03 revenues* 


was given ju- British Columbia*** 2,005,235 651 

risdiction over 

the importa- Alberta*** 1,481,030 533 

tion, ware- 

housing and Saskatchewan** 390,920 126.4 
distribution, —_| Manitoba 465,429 167 

and sale of al- 

coholic bever- Ontario 3,311,373 1,469 

ages. Alber- 

4a tunniecl These Quebec 1,833,488 697 

duties over to New Brunswick 326 354 112 

the private sec- 

tor in 1993. Nova Scotia 441,784 160.2 

British Co- PEI 60,960 21.8 

lumbia has al- 

lowed a modi- Newfoundland 126,492 93 

cum of compe- 

tition at the re- 10,043,665.0 4,030.40 

tail end since *From Provincial Budget/Public Accounts Documents for 2002-03 - ** Saskatchewan Data 
2001. Every from Statistics Canada -- Excludes provincial sales tax levied by most provinces -- $ million 


3 *** Includes private sales 
other Canadi- 2 
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sale of liquor, and let the free 
market drive economic devel- 
opment. Thousands of busi- 
nesses— convenience stores, 
grocery stores, etc.—would 
benefit from introducing 


competition in the retail alco- 
hol business. Expanded op- 
portunities for thousands of 
businesses will in turn create 
jobs, wealth, and econom- 

ic growth—all of which fatten 


Time to end government-run liquor cartels 


government coffers. 

Alberta’s experience shows 
that competition leads to eco- 
nomic prosperity. Prior to 
opting out of the retail alco- 
hol business, Alberta had 


The Booze Business in Canada: 
A Brief History 


e@ 1870's: Canada is in economic depression, but alcohol is a flourishing industry. 
Toronto has approximately one bar for every 150 residents. 


e@ 1880s to 1900: Alcohol, and its effects become the focus of prohibition campaigns 
by women’s groups like the Woman’s Christian Temperance Union, and the United 
Farm Women of Alberta. 


@ 1901: PEI is the first province to achieve prohibition. 


@ 1916: Prohibition makes the distribution and sale of alcoholic beverages illegal in 
Canada 


e@ 1920s: Prohibition is widespread in Canada. While details vary between prov- 
inces, most drinking establishments are closed and the sale of alcohol is for the 
most part forbidden with some exceptions. 


e@ 1927: Prohibition is rescinded and provinces are given jurisdiction over 
the importation, distribution, and sale of beverage alcohol (PEI stays dry until 
1948) 


@ 1927-1933: The U.S remains under strict prohibition. The U.S Coast Guard 
spends its time policing the Canada-U.S border and routinely sinks boats car- 
rying booze from Canada. 


@ 1933: Prohibition ends in the United States. 


e 1993: Alberta becomes the first Canadian province to privatize its liquor in- 
dustry. 


e 1997: Ontario liquor stores open for the first time on a Sunday 


e 2001: BC allows competition in liquor retailing by issuing licences for pri- 
vate liquor stores to sell a full line of beer, wines and spirits. 


e 2005: Ontario introduces Bring Your Own Wine program, which allows din- 
ers to bring their own unopened wine to dinner at participating restaurants. 


e 2005: A retail alcohol review panel ordered by Ontario Finance Minister 
Greg Sorbara concludes that the “Ontario government should withdraw from 
the ownership and operation of wholesale and retail beverage alcohol business 
and instead create a regulated but competitive marketplace. Sorbara immedi- 
ately rejects the expert panel’s findings saying, “We are not selling the LCBO.” 
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304 retail outlets, 


which amounted 
to 1,300 full and 
part-time jobs. 
Since then, the 
number of retail 


@@In an expanded, competitive system, govern- 
ments would still get their ‘pound of flesh’ ... 
What would be eliminated, however, are the ex- 
pensive, patronage-driven, wasteful salaries that 
currently plague Canada’s liquor cartels. 9® 
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and because 


of the greater 
number of re- 
tail outlets, gov- 
ernment rev- 
enues would 


outlets has bal- 

looned to 1,086, 

providing jobs for 4,000 peo- 
ple. If other provinces fol- 
lowed suit, thousands of 
small businesses would blos- 
som, resulting in new jobs, 
demand for store space, 
business supplies and serv- 
ices, computers, software, 
coolers, insurance, utilities, 
shipping services, vehicle 
sales and leases, advertising, 


Saving 


Health care Summit 


security systems, and real 
estate. In short, the trick- 
le-down effects of a competi- 
tive market place for liquor 
would be felt in almost every 
corner of the economy. 


The sky won’t fall 
Alcohol taxes would still be 
collected in a private system, 


strategies and solutions 


Legal, Economic and Medical Issues 
Fairmont Hotel - Vancouver, B.C. 


November 11-12, 2005 


This national conference will bring together approximately 20 experts 


iy 
{ 


Medicare \ 


increase. In 

2002-03, pro- 
vincial governments collect- 
ed more than $4-billion in al- 
cohol taxes, while the feder- 
al government’s take was just 
shy of $2-billion ($1.3-billion 
in excise taxes and $700-mil- 
lion in GST). Liquor board 
mark-ups on alcoholic bev- 
erages vary from province 
to province, but are routine- 
ly well over 100 percent of a 


in the fields of law, health, insurance, economics, medicine and politics in 
order to develop a practical blue print for beneficial health care reforms that 
conform to guidelines of the recent Supreme Court decision. 


Topics include: 


Analysis of European and 
New Zealand health care models 


Legal implications of 
recent Supreme Court ruling 


Strategies on reforming 
Canada’s health care system. 


yO TEGIStET, 


COL CEEICECL Cla tectice.c 


Speakers include: 

Peter Hogg QC: 

Canada’s leading constitutional lawyer 
Senator Michael Kirby: 
Chairman, Standing Senate Committee 
Preston Manning: 

Former leader of the Reform Party 

Dr. Jacques Chaoulli: 

Quebec physician, appellant 


John Williamson: 
Canadian Taxpayers Federation 
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particular product's cost. 
These revenues would still 
be remitted to governments 
in a competitive system, 
while government overhead 


would be drastically reduced. 


Shifting toward a private liq- 
uor distribution and retail 

system would mean that pri- 
vate operators bear all of the 
costs of retailing beverage al- 
cohol. This means any com- 


petition model would have 

to provide mark-up room for 
the private operator to cov- 
er costs and earn a profit. 
Government would remain 
in control of all regulation, 
monitoring and enforcement. 
In an expanded, competitive 
system, governments would 
still get their “pound of flesh” 
and then some. What 
would be eliminated, howev- 


~ 6 
Ottawa’s tax reveuntle 
from alcohol sales: 


revenues: 


$688 million 


a 


Excise 
taxes: 


$1.3 billion 


Source: Statistics Canada and CTF estimate 


= 
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er, are the expensive, patron- 
age-driven, wasteful salaries 
that currently plague Cana- 
da’s liquor cartels. 


Eliminate waste & 


patronage 

Unnecessarily high sala- 
ries can be found in all of 
the provincial liquor boards, 
but none compare to the ele- 
phant of government-run liq- 
uor, the Liquor Con- 
trol Board of Ontario. 

According to the 
LCBO’s 2003-04 an- 
nual report, close to 
90 LCBO employees 
made over $100,000 
per year, with the 
highest salary be- 
ing the president's at 
$273,823.80. With 
$305-million paid out 
in salaries and ben- 
efits in 2003-04 to 
3,320 fulltime em- 
ployees, this is al- 
most $100,000 per 
employee, a wage 
bracket that less than 
5% of Canadians en- 
joy. 

Protecting these 
high salaries is ob- 
viously a priority for 
the various liquor 
employees’ unions, 
but serves no bene- 
fit to the average tax- 
payer. 

Across Canada, 
government liquor ex- 
ecutive positions have 
become havens for 
the politically con- 
nected. LCBO CEO 
Andrew Brandt has 
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been in his position for 14 
years, and collects a salary of 
$139,115.93 per year. Waste, 
patronage, and unjustifiable 
perks have become common 
place in Canada’s liquor car- 
tels and would not be missed 


in a competitive system. 


Put consumers first 

Competition would offer 
lower prices, 
greater choice 
and enhanced 
convenience 
to customers. 
Price compar- 
isons in Sas- 
katchewan 
and BC have 
both shown 
better prices 
can be found 
in free market 
Alberta. Cus- 
tomer choice 
is also great- 
er in Alber- 
ta, where the 
private sec- 
tor provides 
consumers 
with a choice of 21,587 prod- 
ucts vs. 13,600 in Ontario’s 
government-run monopoly, 
and 2,100 on the shelves in 
Saskatchewan's government 
stores. 

A recent expert pan- 
el tasked with reviewing the 
LCBO stated that ending the 
government's liquor cartel 
would provide the best val- 
ue for taxpayers. The pan- 
el concluded that: “Monopo- 
lies lock up economic value, 
generally lack transparen- 
cy, and hold back innovation 


and value creation, leaving 
untapped revenue on the ta- 
ble.” Expanded retail outlets 
would put the service back in 
customer-service and provide 
the choice and convenience 
consumers and taxpayers de- 
serve. 

After years of full competi- 
tion in Alberta, there are al- 
cohol retail outlets to match 
any product niche. If the 
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store where a high percent- 
age of the products stocked 
rarely leave the store. From 
the point of view of the con- 
sumer, the large govern- 
ment stores are inconvenient. 
They are sparsely located, 
and the most popular prod- 
uct — beer — is located at the 
very back of the store. 

In Alberta, such incon- 
veniences are unknown. 


@@ Labour groups and public sector 
unions will go to great lengths to discredit 
any effort to privatize. The 


Saskatchewan 
Government 
Employees Union 


(SGEU) went as far 
~ as to say that 
people will die on 
highways if governments 
relinquish some of their 


controls of beverage 
alcohol.9@ 


consumer needs a six-pack 
on the way to the cottage, 
there are plenty of stores that 
offer no-frills service and lim- 
ited product selection. If 
the consumer desires a fine 
scotch, there are speciality 
stores with infinitely knowl- 
edgeable staff to help you 
make a selection, and they 
may offer a fine cigar as well. 
The cookie-cutter liquor 
store approach is inherent- 
ly flawed. With regards to 
efficiency, it is undeniably 
wasteful to have a massive 


29 


Same in British Columbia 
where reforms have reduced 
restrictions on obtaining pri- 
vate licenses, the selling of 
spirits in private beer and 
wine stores, and lifting the 
cap on the number of private 
stores allowed. The number 
of rural stores has also ex- 
panded. BC still has an ex- 
tensive government-run liq- 
uor business but modest 
steps toward competition 
have drastically improved 
customer convenience and 
choice while injecting eco- 
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Alberta Liquor Privatization |" 


Politics way 


mb alin... TR ae «6Chead 
Before Privatization (Prior to Sept 2, 1993) Alberta has had pri- 
vatized liquor for over 
ten years, so why are 


Number of Retail Outlets: 304 


202 Alberta Liquor Control Board retail stores / 30 retail other provinces not fol- 
beer stores / 3 wine stores / 40 agency stores lowing this successful 
model? In two words: 

Number of Products: 3,325 special interests (read: 


provincial liquor board 
employees’ unions). 
Unions of any type de- 
spise the thought of an 
end to the liquor car- 


Liquor Sales before privatization 
By volume | Sales 


Spirits 172,000 hectolitres $413,761 ,00( 
Wine 162,300 hectolitres $135,102,00( 
Coolers/Cider 34,600 hectolitres $15,040,000 


Reer 1 294 NNN hectolitras GAR1 7A5 NN 


Employment: 1,300 full and part-time job§ 


‘f 


After Privatization (As of March, 2005) 


Number of Retail Outlets: 1,086 
994 private retail liquor stores / 92 general 
merchandise liquor stores (rural) 


Number of Products: 21,587 


Liquor Sales after privatization * ~ 


| | By Volume Sales 2004-08 


% 


€ 


Spirits 208,709 hectolitres $484,448,00C | iG 
Wine 235,062 hectolitres $261,417,00C i > Ree “gan i 
CoolersiCider 134,966 hectolitres $58,685,000 | Ne 4 

Reer 2? 263 630 hectolitres $745 641 NOC 


Employment: 4,000 full and part-time jobs 


Source: Alberta Government: www.gaming.gov.ab.ca 
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tels and understandably so. 
Protecting the high salaried 
fiefdom of a few hundred, or 
a few thousand is their only 
concern. Customer satisfac- 
tion, value for taxpayers and 
greater economic opportu- 
nity for all, don’t even reg- 
ister on their respective ra- 
dars. Threats to strike, and 
the thought of a mass special 
interest revolt is more than 
any provincial government 
can bear. 

Labour groups and pub- 
lic sector unions will go to 
great lengths to discredit any 
effort to privatize. The Sas- 
katchewan Government Em- 
ployees Union (SGEU) went 
as far as to say that people 
will die on highways if gov- 


@@With $305-million 
paid out in salaries and 
benefits in 2003-04 to 
, [the Liquor Con- 
\._ trol Board of 
~ Ontario’s] 
3,320 full- 
time em- 
ploy- 
ees, this 
is almost 
$100,000 per 
employee, a wage 
bracket that less 
than 5% of Cana- 
dians enjoy. Pro- 
tecting these high 
salaries is obvi- 
ously a priority for 
the various liquor 
employees’ unions ...99 


~ 


ernments relinquish some of 
their controls of beverage al- 
cohol. Statistics have shown 
that crime does not increase 
as a result of liquor compe- 
tition, nor do related social 
problems swell. 


Let sober thought 


prevail 

A CTF report released in 
November, 2004 concluded 
that privatizing liquor retail- 
ing in Saskatchewan would 
save taxpayers $8-million per 
year. A CTF commissioned 
poll reveals 72% of Saskatch- 
ewan residents support liq- 
uor competition. These senti- 
ments are no doubt felt across 
Canada, especially when peo- 
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ple realize that governments 
would still enjoy the tax rev- 
enues that stem from alcohol 
sales, while also drastically re- 
ducing governments’ costs by 
leaving warehousing, distri- 
bution, and retailing up to the 
competitive market place. 

Opposition to a competi- 
tive system for the retail alco- 
hol business can be chalked 
up to the narrow interests of a 
few. But the benefits will tru- 
ly be felt by all. In the face of 
the status quo, competition is 
the most refreshing of the op- 
tions and bringing focus back 
to government is something 
all Canadians can raise a glass 
tO.m 


Barons of Booze 
Year governments got into liquor 


Provincial authority Year 
Established 


BC Liquor Distribution Branch 


1921 


Alberta's Privatized 1993 
Saskatchewan Liquor and Gaming 1925 
Manitoba Liquor Commission 1923 
Liquor Control Board of Ontario 1927 
Societe du Alcool de Quebec 1921 
Alcool New Brunswick Liquor 1927 
Nova Scotia Alcohol & Gaming Auth. . 

PEI Liquor Control 1948 


Newfoundland Liquor Corporation 


Source: Provincial Budget/Public Accounts Documents for 2002-03 
* Unable to source year 
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You asked for it... 


Your CTF has received countless emails, and inquiries 
regarding refugee allowances, and how they compare 
with pensioner benefits. The question being asked 

is: Does a refugee collect more in benefits and 
allowances than a pensioner, and if so, what 
is the reasoning behind it? 


by Adam Taylor 


ike reports of chil- 
dren finding razor 
blades in their ap- 
ples on Halloween, or Sasquatch sightings 
in Manitoba, chalk this one up to urban leg- 
end. An examination of this question reveals 
that misinterpretation of facts has propagat- 
ed a tall tale. 
The fiction begins with a story published 
by the Toronto Star in March 2004, about 
plans to encourage immigrants to settle in 


a6 In Catal 


b | A 
» 

7 smaller Canadian cities, 
rather than the “magnet” cities 
of Vancouver, Toronto, and Montreal. An im- 
migration official was quoted as saying, “We 
hope by relocating them all together and re- 
settling them as a whole to the same commu- 
nity, we can create a positive environment to 
help them integrate into the Canadian society 
successfully.” 

The story went on to say that single refu- 
gees are eligible for $1,890 from the feder- 
al government as a “start-up” allowance, cou- 
pled with a $580 monthly social assistance 
cheque. 

Readers of this story added $1,890 to 
$580, and immediately assumed that refugees 
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@@Readers of this story added $1,890 


to $580, and immediately assumed 


that refugees could receive $2,470 per month, much higher than the $1,012 
maximum available to pensioners through Old Age Assistance and the 
Guaranteed Income Supplement.99 


could receive $2,470 per month, much high- 
er than the $1,012 maximum available to 
pensioners through Old Age Assistance and 
the Guaranteed Income Supplement. 
Toronto Star Ombudsman Don Sellar 
stated in a column November 27, 2004, “In 
painful hindsight, those details could have 
been clearer.” In actuality, 
the $1,890 start-up allow- 
ance was a one-time payment 
for basic household needs, 
such as furnishings, pots and 
pans, linens, etc. The $580 
monthly allowance is payable 
only until stable employment 


has been found. 1. Pakistan 
While this is not likely the . 

first time a news story has 2. Colombia 

been misinterpreted, what ; 

followed propelled this story 3. China 

into full-blown urban legend. . 

A reader e-mailed the errone- 4. Aig hanistan 

ous information to countless ‘ 

individuals, outraged that a 2 ott EL 

refugee could collect $2,470 

monthly—more than the 6. Sudan 

maximum paid out to pen- : 

sioners. Next, a letter to the 7. Zimbabwe 

Toronto Star editor was pub- ; 

lished that re-stated the fig- 8. India 

ures and suggested that pen- 9D fi 

sioners should apply as refu- . vemocralic 

gees. of Congo 
Sellar goes on to say that 

while fact checking of letters 10. Somalia 


to the editor is done, “the oc- 
casional doozer gets through 
[and], that was definitely the 
case here.” Unfortunately, 
the misinformation was tak- 
en as fact and has grown into 


Total 


Country of last 
permanent residence 


Total - Top Ten 
Total - All Others 


a fiction in fact’s clothing. Sellar concludes 
by hoping that his column might “dispel a 
damaging misperception about refugees and 
pensioners. Please tell your friends.” 

Spread the word! The Earth is round, 
Elvis is dead, and refugees do NOT collect 
more than pensioners in Canada.m 


REFUGEE CLASS IN 2003 


Number of % of tolal 
refugees of refugee 
2,868 8.8 
2,818 8.6 
2,536 7.8 
2,239 6.9 
2,077 6.4 
1,379 4.2 
12333 4.1 
1,180 3.6 
Sagbellc 1,119 3.4 
1,084 3:3 
18,633 57.0 
14,050 43.0 
32,683 100.0 
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Government Assistance for Refugees 


Refugee assistance is handled by Citizenship and Immigration Canada which has an an- 
nual budget of $950-million, and over 5,000 full time employees. Basic Monthly allowance 
is $580 per refugee and unless otherwise stated, the following allowances are one time 
payments only. 


Start-Up Costs 

« A start-up cheque includes one month 
living allowance, food, incidentals, rent 
and transportation. The maximum one- 
time start-up allowance is $1,890. 


Clothing 
A one-time basic clothing allowance is pro- 
vided at the rate of: 
" $225 per adult 
« $150 for each additional family member. 
In winter, outerwear is provided at the rate 
of: 
= $150 per adult 
« $100 per family member 


Basic Household Needs Allowance 
Suggested items include: beds, ta- 
ble and chairs, bed linens, basic win- 
dow coverings and common household 
products such as kitchen utensils, 
pots, pans, brooms, etc. 
« Per single without family members 
$950 
Per single plus one 
family member 
$1,500 
Per sin- 
gle plus 
two fami- 
ly members 
$2,075 
Per cou- 
ple without 
accompanying 
family members $1,625 
Per couple plus accom- 
panying family members, 
$1,915 
For each additional family 
member $350 


ame 


Staple Allowance 
This one-time allowance offsets the pur- 
chase of basic food and cleaning supplies to 
start up a household and it includes items 
such as flour, sugar, rice, spice and condi- 
ments, detergent, cleansers, etc. The rates 
are as follow: 
« $100 for the first person in each house- 
hold 
« $75 for each additional family member 
(maximum of $400) 


Telephone Installation 
« A one-time allowance established in ac- 
cordance with provincial social assist- 
ance rates to connect one telephone per 
family unit. 


Children Under 6 Years 

= $50 per month for refugees 
with children under the age of 6 
years 


Maternity Allowance 

= A one-time $150 clothing al- 
lowance, plus $50 per month 
(for a maximum of six months) 


Newborn Allowance 
* $500 to purchase clothing, 
furniture, etc. 


School Start-Up Allowance 
« $150 for children between 
4-18 years of age. (Issued ona 
one-time basis) 


Special Diet Allowance 
7 $100 per month (with a note 
from a physician )= 


Source: Citizenship and Immigration Canada 
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Each month CTF offices in five provinces and Ottawa handle hundreds of media interviews 
and inquiries, hold press conferences, publish reports, make presentations to government and 
issue regular news releases, commentaries and publications to advocate the common interest 
of taxpayers. CTF representatives also speak at functions and organize major campaigns na- 
tionally and in the provinces that lead to public policy change. The following highlights activi- 
ties for the months of May and June 2005: 


MAY 


FEDERAL: Director John 
Williamson blasts the Liberal/ 
NDP budget deal which in- 
creases spending a further 
$4.6-billion and eliminates 
tax relief for businesses. A 
Parliament Hill press confer- 
ence marks tax filing dead- 
line and the amount spent 
by politicians, including ad 
scam. The CTF 
also unveils a pre- 
election spending 
tracker on its web 
site that reveals 
between April 
20th and May Ist 
the federal gov- 
ernment an- 
nounced $523- 
million a day in 
new spending! 


ONTARIO: The 
provincial budg- 
et receives a lukewarm re- 
ception from director Tasha 
Kheiriddin. While reducing 
spending in 10 non-priority 
departments and containing 
overall spending growth to 
half of last year’s level, taxes 
and per capita spending still 
remain at an all-time high. 


Saskatchewan director 
David MacLean at Gas 
Tax Honesty Campaign 
news conference 


FEDERAL: The CTF blasts 
an announcement by the fed- 
eral and Quebec govern- 
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ments to provide Bombar- 
dier with 350-million tax dol- 
lars to develop and manufac- 
ture a new jet. The announce- 
ment brings federal Bombar- 
dier subsidies to $1.1-billion, 
not including a further $5.5- 
billion estimated support 
through Export Development 
Canada. 


MANITOBA: A scathing au- 
ditor’s report on the Crocus 
Investment Fund (a labour- 
sponsored venture capital 
company which issued over 
$72-million taxpayers’ dol- 
lars in tax credits) has direc- 
tor Adrienne Batra demand- 
ing an immediate public in- 
quiry. 


CAPC: Director Tanis Fiss re- 
sponds unfavourably to the 
federal government's inten- 
tion to give all former stu- 
dents of residential schools a 
lump sum payout that could 
total upwards of $4-billion. 
Tanis insists that only those 
with legitimate claims of 
abuse be compensated. 


BRITISH COLUMBIA: The 
CTF releases a comprehen- 
sive analysis of the NDP and 
Liberal platforms during the 
provincial election revealing 
118 uncosted promises. Di- 
rector Sara MacIntyre con- 


cludes the platforms were 
separated at birth. 


ONTARIO: Director Tasha 
Kheiriddin welcomes demo- 
cratic renewal legislation ta- 
bled by the McGuinty govern- 
ment committing the prov- 
ince to a referendum on vot- 
ing reform as long advocated 
by the CTF. 


SASKATCHEWAN: Docu- 
ments obtained by the CTF 
show that the province has 
spent $2-million on advertis- 
ing for Saskatchewan's Cen- 
tennial celebration—a figure 
double that of neighbouring 
Alberta. Director David Mac- 
Lean questions the partisan- 
ship of the ads. 


NATIONAL: The CTF launch- 
es its 7th annual Gas Tax 
Honesty Campaign at events 
across the country demand- 
ing lower and dedicated fuel 
taxes. This year’s annual re- 
port focuses on gas tax shar- 
ing agreements with the prov- 
inces which, regrettably, 
seem to be focused on every- 
thing but fixing roadways. 


BRITISH COLUMBIA: Post 
election the CTF calculates a 
whopping $2.1-million will go 
to four retiring MLAs grand- 
fathered under the old MLA 
pension plan prior to re- 
forms successfully advanced 
by your CTF in 1996. An 
additional $1.6-million will 
go to 34 retired or defeated 
MLAs in pension, severance 
and transition packages. 


JUNE 


NATIONAL: 

Amid significant 

media coverage the 

CTF celebrated the 
Supreme Court of 

Canada’s ruling in 

Chaoulli v. Quebec 

that struck down 

Quebec’s prohibi- 

tion on alternatives 

to mandatory gov- 

ernment wait lists for 

health services. Di- 

rector John William- 

son calls the decision a 
small step for patients 

and a giant step for health re- 
form not only in Quebec but 
across Canada. 


MANITOBA: Director Adri- 
enne Batra commends the 
Mayor of Winnipeg's Red 
Tape Commission for putting 
forward proposals that will 
save business and all taxpay- 
ers’ money. Adrienne urg- 

es city council to immediately 


date for CTF supporters 


BC Election Update 


BC 


director Sara 


Maclntyre examines NDP 
and Liberal platforms on 


spending and debt during 
the provincial election 


Activity Report 
May and June 2005 


Media 
Interviews 


Ottawa 

Manitoba 94 
Alberta 81 
BC 72 
Ontario 49 
Sask 35 
CAPC* 34 


* CAPC: Centre for Aboriginal Policy Change. 
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Events/ Speeches/ 
Letters/Releases/ 
Reports/Meetings/Etc. 


Ontario 
director Tasha 
Kheiriddin urges 
CTF supporters to speak 
out against proposed 
new taxing powers for 
municipalities. 


of 


a 7 
MMi 
iB owe 


so 
paid 7 


CAPC: Di- 
rector Tanis 
Fiss states feder- 

al government agree- 
ments with five native leaders 
who will now take part in reg- 
ular cabinet meetings solve 
nothing. What is needed is 
concrete action, not more 
talk and consultation. 


ONTARIO: In response to 
the province’s consideration 
of expanding taxing pow- 
ers to local gov- 
ernment your 
CTF joins 
forces with 20 
other organiza- 
tions to create 
the Joint Ontar- 
io Business Sec- 
tor (JOBS) coali- 
tion. 


CAPC: Although not 
outright land owner- 
ship, director Tanis 
Fiss responds favour- 
ably to a homeowner 
initiative between the 

Bank of Montreal and 
the Lac La Ronge Band 
in Saskatchewan that will 
enable band members to 
own their own home. 


ALBERTA: Responding to 


the provincial government's 
2004/05 annual report, di- 
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rector John Carpay points 
out that Albertans would not 
be paying income tax if pol- 
iticians had tied spending 

to population and inflation 
growth in the mid 90s. Al- 
berta continues to lead the 
country in the size of govern- 
ment. 


SASKATCHEWAN: Director 
David MacLean presents to 
the province’s Business Tax 
Review Committee recom- 
mending elimination of the 
province’s corporate capital 
tax, PST on business inputs 
and a reduction of corpo- 
rate income taxes to 11.5%. 
Elimination of the 7% tax re- 
bate for the manufacturing 
and processing sector would 
help offset some of the tax 
changes. 


NATIONAL: CTF offices 
across the country celebrate 
Tax Freedom Day (TFD) on 
June 26th — the day taxpay- 
ers stop working for the three 
levels of government and 
start working for themselves. 
TFD falls one day later this 
year and fully 12 days later 
than it did in 1995! 


FEDERAL: John Williamson 
pens a widely published com- 
mentary questioning the well- 
intentioned objectives of Live 
8 concert organizers who 
want western countries to sig- 
nificantly boost African Aid. 
The commentary suggests 
better governance and trade 
opportunities as a preferred 
model toward prosperity. 


British Columb: 


¢ Film and video: $57 million + International business tax refunds: $7 million ° Mi 


The 


Not long 
ago the 
film in- 
dustry de- 
manded 
taxpayers 
pick upa 
greater portion of their labour 
costs ... or else! As readers 
will remember, the provincial 
government promptly blinked 
and increased the industry’s 
refundable labour tax credit. 
Film executives claimed they 
faced “unique challenges” and 
in order to compete they need- 
ed government help. 

Since then, we've had a gen- 
eral election and a new finance 
minister but the 
government re- 
mains committed 
to industry specif- 
ic tax programs. 
In its first release 
post-election Fi- 
nance announced 
a new tax cred- 
it program for the 
bio-technology industry. An- 
other important contributor 
to the economy which also no 
doubt faces “unique challeng- 
es.” 

Simply put, refundable tax 
credit programs refund tax- 


@@AlI in all, preferential tax 
treatment ‘cost’ provincial 
taxpayers over $175 million in 2004/5. That 
number will, of course, increase this year if the 
government makes good on its promise to kick 
back some corporate tax refunds to the 


face of corporate welfare 


es paid. That is, a cheque is 
written from provincial reve- 
nue to the tax filer. Tax dollars 
going to industry is corporate 
welfare, it doesn’t matter if the 
program is run by the minis- 
try of provincial revenue or the 
ministry of “corporate hand- 
outs.” 

Remember when the Liber- 
als were first elected in 2001, 
they campaigned on a slate 
of promises, includ- 
ing the elimination r 


of business subsi- 7 
dies. In their first 


year, the govern- 
ment scrapped over 
22 different subsidy 


bio-tech industry.99 


programs. As Minister of 
Competition, Science and En- 
terprise Rick Thorpe rightly 
proclaimed, “ending these un- 
fair subsidies is key to revi- 
talizing prosperity and restor- 
ing sound fiscal management. 
Without these subsidies, in- 
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by Sara 
Macintyre 
British Columbia Director 


dividual businesses can now 
compete fairly on a level play- 
ing field.” 

Taxpayers should be asking 
what's changed since 2001? 

According to Budget 2005 
documents, provincial tax 
credit programs tallied: $27 
million for film and video (plus 
another $30 million for the in- 
crease), $95-million for scien- 
tific research and experimental 
development, $43-mil- 

lion for production ser- 
vices, $3-million for 
mining exploration and 
$7-million for interna- 
tional financial busi- 
ness tax refunds. 

All in all, preferen- 
tial tax treatment “cost” 
provincial taxpayers 
over $175 million in 
2004/5. That number 
will, of course, increase 
this year if the govern- 
ment makes good on its 
promise to kick back 
some corporate tax refunds to 
the bio-tech industry. 

Instead of complicating the 
tax code with more credits, ex- 
emptions and rebates that fa- 
vour some industries over oth- 
ers, the government should 
look back to its commendable 


British Columb 


2001 policy of subsidy elimi- 
nation. At the time, the provin- 
cial government defined a sub- 
sidy as: “a government pro- 
gram or activity that trans- 


ing exploration: $3 million + Scientific research: $3 million » Total $175 million 


fers a benefit to an individu- 

al for-profit business or a se- 
lected group of businesses, be- 
yond what would normally be 
provided by the marketplace.” 


It’s not hard to see that refund- 
ing corporate income taxes for 

a group of preferred business- 

es would not normally be pro- 

vided in the marketplace.» 


ICBC Flexing Its Monopoly Might 


he Insurance Corporation of 
British Columbia (ICBC) is 
using its monopoly might 
over basic auto insurance to mus- 
cle out competition to its optional 
insurance business. After posting 
record profits for the second year 
in a row, ICBC handed out some hefty 
bonuses to staff and then announced 
that it will reduce premiums for optional 
insurance customers. The only bone given to 
the 2.8 million policy holders that are forced to 
patronize ICBC was the promise that premiums 
won't go up next year. 

As a government run and protected monop- 
oly, ICBC has a statutory guarantee that if you 
drive an insured vehicle in the province of Brit- 
ish Columbia, you have to purchase their basic 
insurance. The monopoly also occupies 85 per 
cent of the optional insurance market. As a re- 
sult, drivers are left with no choice for compul- 
sory coverage and very few options in the op- 
tional insurance market. 

Back in 2003, former ICBC president and 
CEO Nick Geer noted in the crown corpora- 
tion’s annual report that new legislation had 
been introduced “with the aim of providing for a 
more level playing field for optional insurance.” 

However, Geer neglected to mention that the 
provisions that would have actually ensured a 


\ 
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level playing field for private insurers 
in the optional market were never 
actually proclaimed or enacted into 
law. So, ICBC has free reign over 
how it uses its protected monopoly 
position to lure, attract and maintain 
customers to its optional insurance. 
But how much blame can be heaped 
on ICBC? The crown monopoly is per- 
forming within its operational and regula- 
tory framework; technically it's not doing any- 
thing wrong. But, it’s unlikely that the provin- 
cial government would condone such anti-com- 
petitive behaviour in the private sector. None- 
theless, by failing to proclaim the level playing 
field sections into law the provincial government 
gave the ol’ wink and nod to ICBC to do what it 
pleases with the mandatory and optional side of 
its business. 

The ball is now in the government's court: 
do nothing and condone ICBC’s anti-competi- 
tive behaviour or proclaim the level playing field 
provisions and ensure some degree of competi- 
tion and choice. 

In 2001 the Campbell Liberals campaigned 
on a promise to “introduce greater competition 
in auto insurance, to create increased choice 
and reduce motor vehicle premiums.” It’s 2005, 
how much longer will consumers have to wait 
before they have any real choice?m 


FAXbverta 


Alberta’s dirty fournJetter word 


} 


by Scott Hennig 
ith the foul language heard coming 
\ N out of the Alberta Legislature recent- 
ly, you might want to ensure your 
child or grandchild is equipped with earplugs 
if they are scheduled to take a school tour 
this fall. 

Yes...it’s that filthy, abhorrent, four-let- 
ter word, occasionally uttered by politicians: 
DEBT. 

That's right folks, the same government 
that diligently scrimped and saved for so 
many years to get out of debt is thinking 
about getting back into it. 

Alberta’s last $23 billion debt took twelve 
years to pay off and cost taxpayers over $20 
billion in additional debt servicing costs. In 
fact, we continue to pay annual debt servicing 
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costs of $291 million even today, as a legacy 
of that debt. 

Why would the Alberta government consid- 
er going back into debt? Are we going to war? 
Is there rabid famine sweeping the province? 
Is the Alberta Legislature Building slipping 
into the North Saskatchewan River? Not even 
close. 

Alberta Infrastructure and Transporta- 
tion Minister Lyle Oberg is apparently floating 
the idea of running “smart debt” as a way to 
catch up on our $7.2 billion “infrastructure 
debt”. Essentially, Minister Oberg wants us 
to pay off one debt by running another. That 
sounds about as “smart” as getting a credit 
card to pay off your student loan. 

No one is arguing that there are infrastruc- 
ture and roadway projects that need to be 


FXverta 


funded. But it is absurd 
to even consider going 
back into debt to fund 
these projects at a time 
when Alberta is running 
multi-billion dollar sur- 
pluses. 

It is also absurd to 
think that we could 


ers wouldn't be getting value for 
their tax dollars. 

Furthermore, our children and 
grandchildren would be stuck 
with the bill and the consequences 
of our foray back into the depths 
of debt. 

Infrastructure and roadway 
projects need steady, stable, pre- 


... the same 
government 
that diligently 
scrimped and 
saved for so 
many years to 
get out of debt 


cover our “infrastruc- S, ay dictable funding. Just as we 
ture debt” in the mat- ora : ge mae don't try to teach our children all 
back into it. 9® 


ter of one or two years. 
Many schools, hospi- 
tals and roads built during the 
late 70’s and early 80’s are now 
due for a facelift. What would hap- 
pen if we give all of them a facelift 
at the same time? For starters, 

we would be paying a significant- 


ly higher price 
than if we spread 
the projects out 
over a period of 
time. Alberta’s hot 
economy and la- 
bour shortages 
are already creat- 
ing inflation when 
it comes to in- 
frastructure and 
roadway projects. 
Heaping an ad- 
ditional $7.2 billion of gov- 
ernment infrastructure and 
transportation spending on 
that hot economy would only 
continue to drive up inflation 
for both government and the 
private sector. 

This would result in the 
government competing with 
the private sector for work- 
ers and materials. Many busi- 
nesses wouldn't be able to 
compete with a government 
with deep (albeit debt-laced) 
pockets. Businesses would 
suffer, the labour shortage 
would intensify, and taxpay- 


twelve grades of school in one or 
two years, we can’t catch up on 
years of neglected infrastructure in one or 
two years by going into debt. 

Call your MLA (310-0000) and tell them 
that you don’t want to burden your children 
and grandchildren with the dumbest “smart 
debt” imaginable.m 


CTF appoints new Alberta director 


The CTF is pleased to wel- 
come Scott Hennig as your 
new Alberta director. 

Scott takes over the reigns 
of the Alberta office from 
John Carpay who served for 
the past four years. Scott al- 
ready has a firm grasp of the 
issues facing Alberta taxpay- 
ers, as he has been a sup- 
porter of the CTF for many 
years. 

Prior to accepting the po- 
sition, Scott worked as a 
speechwriter and public pol- 
icy researcher with the Government Members’ Research 
Branch in Edmonton. He is a graduate of the Universi- 
ty of Alberta where he received his degree in economics. 
Scott also currently acts as the Minor Hockey Referee-in- 
Chief in the City of Fort Saskatchewan, so he has expe- 
rience taking the heat that inevitably comes with being a 
CTF spokesperson! 

Scott is committed to continue the fight for tax relief 
through the elimination of health care premiums in Alber- 
ta, and will continue to keep politicians accountable when 
they spend your tax dollars.m_ 
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Saskatchewan 


] \ 1.7 per cent, while government em- 
7 \ \\ a ployment grew nearly twice as fast. 
. In fact, there are 5,000 more gov- 
, ernment employees today then 
J _— 


the economy, there were back in 2002 ~— a stagger- 


ing statistic given Saskatchewan's 


e headline in ] f ; ie - 
| the Regina LeaderPost the govern ment ° agnant POpulalon growl 


What’s worse is that almost all of 


screamed ‘Job num- the new job growth is taken by peo- 
bers jump 6,700.” In anyone’s world, 6,700 _ ple 55 years or older, which means we're not 
more jobs is positive news. But if you drill down attracting or keeping any young peo- 
into the data, the news isn’t so rosy. ple in Saskatchewan. 


More than half of the new jobs cre- 
ated over the past year are paid for 
by taxpayers. 

The latest job numbers come from 
Sask Trends Monitor, Saskatche- 
wan’'s preeminent statistics publi- 


Of course, this doesn’t stop the 
government from trumpeting their 
overwhelming success in economic 
development. Industry Minister Eric 
Cline said the job increases are a 
“testament to the diversification and 


by David 


cation and clearly show a disturb- MacLean _ Strength of Saskatchewan's econo- 
ing trend of rapid government expan- Saskatchewan Director yyy,” 
sion. Overall employment grew by The economy is diverse if by “di- 
1.4 per cent in the first seven months of the verse” you mean the difference between var- 
reporting year — well below the 2.1 per cent ious government departments. Cline also 
growth in Alberta and 1.7 per cent growth in —_— warns that this growth is a “double-edged 
Manitoba, but above the national average of sword” in that they are now having trouble 
1.1 per cent. filling some positions. 

Dig a little deeper into the numbers and For taxpayers, an unfilled government posi- 
you find private sector employment grew by tion isn’t a liability, it’s a blessing.» 


5,000 of Saskatchewan’s 6,700 
new jobs were government 
positions. 


3s 
hes 
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Saskatchewan 


Property taxes: Bewa i’ @ “assessment creep” 


axpayers across the province are notic- 
ing a significant jump in their property 


tax bills in this reassessment year and 


it’s no accident. 

When reassessment comes 
around every four years, assessors 
and local politicians assure us that 
reassessment is not intended to be 
a tax hike. They explain that some 
market value assessments will in- 
crease and others fall, and the end 
result a wash for the municipality. 

The City of Saskatoon’s web site 
states that “overall, reassessment 
is revenue neutral.” However, the 
largest single-year property tax levy 
hike (5.2 per cent) in the last decade 
happened in 2001 — the most recent 


assessment year. According to the Saskatoon 
finance department, this assessment year’s 
forecast increase is a whopping 5.7 per cent. 


Total Property Tax increase on Saskatchewan Properties: 1988 - 2004 


An analysis of property tax data since 1985 
released by the Canadian Taxpayers Federa- 
tion (CTF) shows that municipalities across 


the province use reassessment to hike prop- 


@@The 


data clearly 
shows that 
municipalities 
are taking 
advantage of 
reassessment 
to top up 
government 


coffers. 9® 


erty taxes. In the two most recent as- 
sessment years — 1997 and 2001 - 
property taxes jumped an average 
6.9 per cent, which is double the av- 
erage increase in non-assessment 
years. 

The data clearly shows that mu- 
nicipalities are taking advantage of 
reassessment to top up government 
coffers. One can only guess how 
steep the tax hike will be for 2005, 
but there is no reason to believe this 
year will be any different than the 
previous two reassessment years. 


The CTF’s report, entitled 2005 Saskatche- 
wan Property Tax Review, also notes that mu- 
nicipal taxes province-wide have risen fast- 


er than infla- 
tion. Had mu- 


hb 


Assessment years !!==> 


% 


¢ 


nicipal revenue 
increases been 
held to inflation 


7% — 


6% |— 


. 


since 2000, the 
total levy would 
be S488 million 


—not the $540 
million currently 
collected. 


5% 


Reassessment 
should not bea 


chance for mu- 
nicipalities to 
rake in more of 
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our money. The 
government must 
introduce legis- 
lation protect- 
ing home owners 
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from unfair and 
dishonest assess- 
ment-related tax 
increaseS.m 


N/nitoba 
42 MILLION REASONS 


to call a public inquiry into the Crocus Fund 


en Manitoba’s provincial au- 
ditor released his scathing in- 
vestigation into the Crocus In- 


vestment Fund (CIF) this past sum- 
mer, it was painfully obvious that a 


tors and Senior Officers ... failed to 
fulfill their responsibilities to CIF: 
This may have contributed to the 
production of misleading finan- 
cial statements, prospectuses, and 


public inquiry was necessary. 


CIF, one of two labour sponsored 
venture capital funds in Manitoba, 
has issued over $72 million in both 
provincial and federal tax credits since its in- 
ception in 1992—meaning all taxpayers are on 
the hook for this mess. CIF’s stated purpose 
was to respond directly to the need for invest- 
ment capital for Manitoba’s small to mid-size 
companies, with an added bonus for inves- 
tors: a 15 percent tax credit from both the fed- 
eral and provincial governments. 

Between September 2004 and April 2005 
the value of CIF’s portfolio declined by 
$61 million. During that time the Man- 
itoba Securities Commission halted — 
the sale and redemption of CIF shares. 

Over 33,000 CIF investors were left 
wondering how this could have hap- 
pened; Manitoba’s auditor offers 
this opinion in his report: 

“this is an unfortunate exam- 

ple of what can happen when 

you have a Board of Direc- 
tors that lacked appropri- 
ate oversight and govern- 
ance. The Board of Direc- 
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Make your voice heard and 
demand Premier Doer call a 
public inquiry into the Crocus 
Fund: Sign the CTF’s petition at 
www.taxpayer.com 


by Adrienne 
Batra 
Manitoba Director 


er 


y/ 


oo 
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overstated share price valuations.” 
Although the provincial auditor 
did not find members of Premier Do- 
er’s government holding the prover- 
bial smoking gun, the provincial government 
did have one member appointed to the Crocus 
board that should have been asking some ques- 
tions. The Winnipeg Free Press also report- 
ed that Premier Doer’s wife and the wife of for- 
mer Crocus Board Chair Robert Hilliard, are 
co-owners of Viewpoints Research Ltd.—a poll- 
ing company which received $75,000 in no-bid 
contracts for services provided to Crocus. 
So as the multi-million dollar lawsuit that 


@@ Between September 2004 and April 
2005 the value of CIF’s portfolio declined 
by $61 million. 9 


has been launched against the Cro- 
cus board, Wellington West Capi- 
tal Inc., BMO Nesbitt Burns Inc., 
PriceWaterhouseCoopers Inc., and 
the Manitoba Securities Commis- 
sion continues, and the findings of 
an RCMP investigation are eager- 

ly anticipated, investors and taxpay- 
ers are left with few questions unan- 

swered. 

The only way to prevent something 
like this from happening again is for a 
public inquiry. Anything short of that 
would be scandalous.m= 
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= to hand it to 
CUPE Local 500 and a hand- 
ful of city councillors; they put 
up a heck of a fight to prevent 
Winnipeg's city council from 
contracting out the remain- 
der of garbage pickup. Fortu- 
nately, they were unsuccess- 
ful and taxpayers can now 
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give a ringing endorsement 

to a report issued by gov- 
ernment, but we certainly rec- 
ognize a good thing when we 
see it. Winnipeg Mayor Sam 
Katz’s Red Tape Commission's 
final report offers 30 recom- 
mendations that will make it 
simpler for businesses and 


I: is not often the CTF can 
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look forward to saving 
$2.3-million. 
Currently, the north- 

ern party of the city is 
broken into two con- 

tracts. Now that the current 

proposal has been passed by 
council, a third contract will be 
added, for a total of three sepa- 
rate tenders. 

While most consumers un- 
derstand the benefits of com- 
petition, CUPE and Council- 
lor Thomas suggest in their 
propaganda that“... citizens 
of Winnipeg deserve to have a 


skilled and safety conscience 
workforce picking up the gar- 
bage—not a private compa- 
ny who hires low paid inexpe- 
rienced workers in order to 
make a profit.” What they fail 
to mention is that over half of 
the city’s garbage collection is 
already being done by private 
companies, with no evidence 
of collusion or increased pric- 
es. 

Kudos to all of the council- 
lors that voted in favour of this 
proposal. Now it’s time to bring 
down those property taxes!m 


HROUGH THE RED TAPE 


TM: residents to acquire everything 


from permits to paying for civ- 
ic services. 

In the CTF’s submission to 
the Commission in January 
of 2005, one consistent theme 
did arise from our support- 
ers: if they ran their business- 
es like City Hall operates, they 
would likely be out of busi- 


Manitoba director Adrienne Batra (R) meets with 
Winnipeg mayor Sam Katz to discuss the Red Tape 
Commission’s final report. 
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ness. By way of example, Win- 
nipeg currently has 84 types of 
business licenses, with differ- 
ent fees for each, a stark con- 
trast to the City of Saskatoon’s 
one type. 
Some of the Commission's 
recommendations include: 
© Simplify the entertainment 
funding by-law (Entertain- 
ment tax); 


© Eliminate city business li- 
censes; 

@ Adopt an “easy-pay” policy 
to offer customers a consist- 
ent standard for payment 
options; and 

@ Set a target of reducing reg- 
ulatory requirements by 15 
per cent by 2011. 

The CTF is pleased that the 
comumission’s report recog- 
nized there is a significant dif- 
ference between over-regula- 
tion and better-regulation. We 
are confident the latter shall 
prevail once these concepts 
are adopted as part of the 
city’s day-to-day operations 
to help save taxpayers money 
and improve productivity.— 


(hterto 


Junket wings clipped 


CTF saves Ontario taxpayers $100,000 


S: where did you go E SS dollars on their end-of-summer getaway. 
on your summer vaca- After learning about the proposed trip, 
tion? your CTF promptly sent a letter to commit- 
If you were a member of tee members, including the chair, MPP Car- 
the Ontario government's oline di Cocco, questioning the expense 
all-party committee on elec- and asking them to justify its val- \\N 
toral reform, you would have by Tasha __ue to taxpayers—or cancel it. \\) 
answered, “British Colum- Kheiriddin The letter was released 


bia, New Zealand, Australia, eas to the media and 


Germany, Scotland and Ire- inspired con- (s\ 
land.” That is, until your CTF raised the roof _ sidera- 
over a proposed around-the-world junket for 
nine MPPs and their staff. ey 

The all-party committee had a 
proposed the trip to experience 
“first-hand” the electoral sys- 
tems of other countries. 
The committee is cur- 
rently studying ways to 
reform Ontario’s first- 
past-the-post voting sys- 
tem. Presumably, the in- 
formation wasn't available 
in books or on the internet 
— MPPs wanted to spend an 
estimated $200,000 in taxpayer 


@60n behalf of our supporters 
and Ontario taxpayers, we 
seriously question the usefulness of 
this expenditure. It is unclear what 
benefit taxpayers will receive from 
it and we strongly advise that it be 
reconsidered. 9® 


- letter from the CTF to MPP Caroline 
di Cocco, chair of the electoral reform 
committee, August 10, 2005 
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ble interest—and outrage. A few days later, Di 
Cocco and MPP Marie Boutrogianni, Minister 
in Charge of Democratic Renewal, confirmed 
that the trip had been scaled back to half its 
original cost and scope. 

It still remains to be seen whether the trip 
will be worth it. What’s worse is that the com- 
mittee was already planning to hold two days 
of public hearings at the end of August in To- 
ronto. Many of the groups presenting, such as 
your CTF, Fair Vote Canada, and others, are 
well acquainted with the electoral systems of 
other countries, and had already given their 
views to the Citizens Assembly on Electoral 
Reform in British Columbia last year. When 
that group reviewed BC’s electoral system, ex- 


perts were brought in but there was no budg- 
etary authority for foreign travel. 

Furthermore, the committee is supposed to 
report to the Ontario Legislature by Novem- 
ber 3, 2005. It is not clear whether the gov- 
ernment would have received the committee’s 
advice before setting the terms of reference 
for the Ontario Citizens’ Assembly on Elector- 
al Reform which will start its work this fall. 
The trip may not generate a report in time for 
the Assembly to consider it. 

Your CTF is pleased that politicians 
trimmed their trip—but will still be watching 
to make sure it gives value to taxpayers. Yet 
another reminder why taxpayers everywhere 
need watchdogs like the CTF m= 


> CTF uncovers waste at the Toronto Transit Commission 


his summer, the 
TTC blew its own 
horn—at taxpay- 
' ers’ expense. And thanks 
to a freedom of informa- 
tion request by your CTF, 
city councillors had some ex- 
plaining to do to the press — 
and to taxpayers. 

The CTF learned that the 
Toronto Transit Commis- 
sion spent $32,000 promot- 
ing the fact that 
Toronto struck a 
gas tax deal with 


the feder- 
al and pro- 
vincial gov- 
ernments. The 
“Gas Tax Delivers” cam- 
paign included full-color ad- 
vertisements in buses and 
subways trumpeting the fact 
that Toronto would get 800 
new buses by 2007. The ads 
bore the logos of the City of 
Toronto as well as those of 
the provincial and federal 
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governments. Costs included 
$4,662.47 in salaries, con- 
tracts worth $27,117.00 and 
administrative fees worth 
$97.86. This spending does 
not appear to include print- 
ing costs or installation costs 
which may have also been in- 
curred. 

The Toronto Sun and Eto- 
bicoke Guardian picked up 
on the story—and it got even 

worse. TTC Commis- 
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sioner Howard Moscoe ad- 
mitted to the Guardian the 
advertising space used for the 
campaign was worth $3 mil- 
lion. Imagine if that space 
had been rented out to real 
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advertisers instead of used 
for partisan ads which gener- 
ated no revenue for the city! 
The ad also marks another 
broken promise by Premier 
Dalton McGuinty. The Pre- 
mier vowed in the 2003 elec- 
tion to ban all partisan ad- 
vertising. While no provincial 
funds were spent directly on 
the “Gas Tax Delivers” cam- 
paign, the province did allow 
its logo to be used in the tax- 
payer-funded advertising— 
in effect, getting 
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ride” from Ontario tax- pay- 
ers who subsidize the TTC. 
It's enough to make commut- 
ers steamier than the Toron- 
to subway in July. = 
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< Soaring volume discounts: 


Tox Me I’m 
Ganadian 
book 


1 to 4 copies @$20 each 
5 to 10 copies@$18 each 
11+ copies@$16 each 


Plus CTF supporters receive an 
additional 20% discount. 


Please send me: 


—— ‘Tax Me, I’m Canadian Book Ae ay ae $20 ea) Stl: Ota de eececezecese tod ceecngtecss sacs usec gueasbicsteeseta a Lata 
@Supporter price $16 


Add 7%: GSM) e054 Gecdtaaendeiashexncanensadsnke 
Add 7% PST (Sask residents only-books exempt) 
Postage & handling first item 
5 Supporter, prcee $72 . 80 ea, —___ Add $1.00 for each additional item 
= Vir Fino Nate tend O55 el Additional Contribution to CTF 
Supporter price $IS.G6 .0 ccc ccceee (= Total Order 


Method of Payment: LJ MasterCard LJ Visa [_JCheque 


Name on card: 

Visa/Master Card #: Exp date: 
Name: 

Address: 

Town/City: Prov: PC: 


Allow 4 weeks for delivery. Send order to: Canadian Taxpayers Federation: #105-438 Victoria Ave E, Regina, Sk S4N ON7 
Fax: 306-352-7203/Tel 1-800-667-7933 Online@www.taxpayer.com-Cite Sept-Oct 05 offer in special instructions. 


